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THE WISDOM THAT IS MARY* 

Mary must shine forth more than ever in these 
latter times, in mercy, in strength and in grace. 

-GRIGNON DE MoNTFORT 

H OW may we truly apply to the Blessed Virgin all that 
is said of Wisdom in the Sapiential Books? In answer­
ing this question we are attempting no innovation. 

This will be evident from the constant use made of the Doctors 
of the Church. In composing this study, whose main purpose 
is to assemble a certain amount of pertinent quotations relating 
to the Mother of God as Wisdom, we have been prompted 
rather by the miseries of our time which indicate more than 
ever our need to keep our eyes steadily fixed upon the most 
outstanding manifestations of the Wisdom an.d Mercy of God. 

Those texts which the liturgy devotes in their mystical sense 
to the Mother of God will be utilized merely to illustrate the 
conclusions deduced from the literal sense of other passages of 

*Editors' Note: The present article, in the French, is to form part of Prof. 
DeKoninck's forthcoming book, Ego Sapientia, Editions de I'Universite Laval, 
Quebec. 

1 



CHARLES D. DEKONINCK 

Scripture. Such an illustration, nevertheless, supported as it 
is by the liturgy, has a truly illuminative quality.1 

The words which the Church places in the mouth of the 
Blessed Virgin are not " I, the wise," nor " the wisest of all 
mere creatures," but " I, wisdom--Ego Sapientia." 2 Of a very 
good person we say that that person is goodness itself, but this 
attribution is to be understood in a purely metaphorical or 
parabolical sense. There are only two cases in which one may 
predicate an abstract term of a concrete term in an essential 
proposition: when it is question of God and of the transcen­
dentals. "'Abstract things," says John of St. Thomas, .. cannot 
be truly predicated of concrete things, nor concrete things of 
abstract things, because of the mode of signifying, . . . 
although sometimes they are :really identical, as in divine things 
Divinity and God, Paternity and the Father." 3 Whence, then, 
can the Blessed Virgin claim the sovereign affinity to God 
which such a mode of attribution implies? 

What is proper to wisdom? The adage says: "' Sapientis est 
ordinare-To order pertains to him who is wise." How a:re we 
to understand the term, " to order " ? To start with, what is 
« order " ? Two things are included in the notion of order; 
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first the thing which is born: ex qua pullulat pullulans primo." 
Under another aspect order is divided into universal and par­
ticular order accordingly as the principle is absolutely first, or 
first in a given genus only. 

What order is in question in the adage: " It is the part of 
the wise man to set things in order "? It belongs to the wise 
man to set things in order, says St. Thomas," Because wisdom 
is the highest perfection of reason, to which it properly pertains 
to know order." ;l Since order implies principle, and principle 
implies relation, the intellect alone can grasp order as order. 
"Since the intellect (in opposition to the will) draws things to 
itself, and proceeds by passing from one to the other, it can 
compare and formally grasp the reiation of one thing to 
another; the intellect therefore possesses within itself the pri­
mary root and reason necessary for ordering things-comparing 
them among themselves and establishing a. relation of one to 
the other." 5 However, the mere knowledge of an order is not, 
as such, sapiential. Simple apprehension can attain order, and 
every science involves a certain order. WISdom will only be the. 
highest perfection of reason in so far as it implies an order 
proceeding from a principle which is wholly first. The verb, 
" to order," expresses this originative primacy. " It is not to 
be ordered,'' says 
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principle whence proceed in a certain way all things by way of 
origination. It would not suffice for it to attain the primary 
root solely according to knowledge, because then it would be 
wise only; but it must substantially possess the nature of a first 
principle, and know itself as such. 

In order for the Blessed Virgin to be called Wisdom, she must 
be first principle in this sense. She must be herself first princi­
ple, not merely according to intellect and will, but also accord­
ing to its substance and being. But who is first principle accord­
ing to his very being except God? To be truly a first principle 
would not Mary have to be such a first principle even in her 
relation to God, would she not have to be so close to God that 
she would somehow participate even in His nature of first 
principle, be as the root of the universal order, even in a certain 
manner that from which God Himself proceeds in a certain 
manner, the origin and genetrix of God? 

Fear not, Mary, for thou hast found grace with God. Behold 
thou shalt conceive in thy womb, and shalt bring forth a son: 
and thou shalt call his name Jesus. He shall be great, and shall 
be called the Son of the most High; and the Lord God shall give 
unto him the throne of David his father; and he shall reign in 
the house of Jacob forever. 7 The Virgin gives birth to the God­
man, the branch of Jesse has flowered," She is henceforth truly 
the mother of God,D she who has engendered God. 

Generation means vital origin and assimilation. It is the 
procession of a living·thing from within a living thing conjoined 
as a principle of life and which assimilates the product of gen­
eration to its proper nature by virtue of this very procession. 
Generation consists therefore in expressing a likeness propaga­
tive of the nature of the generator. The generator draws that 
which is generated from its own substance while forming it. If 
the Blessed Virgin is truly a generator, this definition of genera­
tion must fully apply to her. Let us here note that although in 
the act of conception the mother is solely a passive principle 
which, while properly a nature, does not of itself imply an 
active and expressive assimilation, nevertheless, considered in 

7 Lk. 1: SO. "Num. 17: 8. "Lk. 1: 48. 
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her relation to the one engendered, the mother is properly an 
active principle which vitally assimilates the one engendered. 
An assimilative action takes place formally in the production 
of the passive principle of conception, a production which 
results from the active generative power of the woman, in view 
of the one engendered. For this reason, the mother participates 
actively in the vital assimilation of the one engendered. She is 
properly a genitrix.10 

Birth regards primarily and principally the being of the 
hypostasis and the person. Hence, since the Blessed Virgin is 
the mother of Christ according to the hypostasis, she is truly 
the mother of God and of the man, of the God-man.11 In rela­
tion to that in Him which is born, the Blessed Virgin is properly 
cause and origin of God, causa Dei et origo Dei.12 

Being the cause of the cause of all things, the mother of God 
is consequently the mother of all things. " She is the mother of 
all things," says St. Albert, " and God the Father is the origin 
of all things: but whatever is per se the origin and cause of the 
cause, is per se origin and cause of that which is caused. But 
she is the mother of Him who is the cause and origin of all 
things: therefore she is per se the mother of all things." 13 Is 
she not under this aspect an absolutely universal cause? Is 
there any work of God which is not to be related to her as to its 
principle? 

Insofar as she is the substantial principle of Him who made 
her-genuisti qui te fecit-she fulfills by her divine maternity 
an essential condition of the appellation "Wisdom." Since she 
is truly mother of the Son, and the Son is incarnate Wisdom, 
she is the mother of Wisdom engendered entitavely both of the 
eternal Father and the temporal mother. "She is the mother;" 

10 St. Thomas, Ill a P., q. 
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says Cornelius a Lapide, " of the eternal Wisdom incarnated in 
he:r. Just as the Son is Wisdom engendered and incarnate, so 
she is the Wisdom which engenders and incarnates." 14 

Nevertheless, Wisdom implies knowledge, a procession 
according to knowledge. In order that the Blessed Virgin be 
truly Wisdom, she must, even in relation to God, in addition to 
her divine maternity according to the flesh, attain to the nature 
o:f a first principle according to intellect. This she accomplished 
in her Fiat-Be it done to me according to thy word.15 The 
Fiat of Mary is as the echo of the Fiat of . Genesis, the word 
whence proceeds the new order to which the old was ordained. 
For behold I create new heavens, and a new earth: and the for­
mer things shall not be in 1·emembrance, and they shall not 
come upon thy heart.16 "God who made all things," says St. 
Anselm," is Himself made from Mary (ipse se ex Maria fecit) 
and thus all that He made He had made again." 16" My heart 
hath uttered a good word. " When the angel had spoken," says 
St. Augustine, "Mary, full of faith and conceiving Christ in 
spirit before conceiving Him in her womb, said: Behold the 
handmaid of the Lord, be it done unto me according to thy 
word." 17 "The Blessed Virgin," adds SL Albert, " would not 
have engendered Christ in the flesh if she had not first of all 
conceived and preserved the Word in the ear of her heart ( aure 
cordis) , bearing Him so to speak in the womb of her heart 
(in cordis utero) ." 18 

From this word is suspended the entire new order, this 
word in the beginning of the conception of the eternal Word 
by Whom all things are made. Judge, Mary, wisdom, and the 
whole universe will be :remade. «Hasten, 0 Virgin," cries St. 
Bernard, "to give your answer. 0 my Sovereign, pronounce the 
word which the earth, hell, and heaven await, . . . Say but one 

14 Cornelius a Lap ide, In Ecclesiasticum, c. XXIV, vers. 1 et 2, T. IX, p. 617b. 
15 Lk. 1: 38. 
16 Is. 65: 17. 
1 "" Omtio 5't, Tome 158, col. 956, P. L. 
17 St. Augustine, Sermo 't15, n. 4, P. I,., T. VH, coL 1074. 
1 " St. Albert, ln Lucam, c. U, vers. 27, T. 88, p. l58b. 
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word, and receive the Word; give your word and receive the 
divine Word: pronounce a passing word and embrace the 
eternal Word." 19 Be it done unto me according to thy word. 
Let him kiss me with the kiss of his mouth.20 Let the Holy 
Spirit take my flesh and unite it intimately to the Son of God. 
Let the Word that is the Light become flesh. 

M. Olier, in the most express way, tells us that in her Fiat 
the Blessed Virgin imitated the procession of the Son in God 
according to knowledge: 

... Just, as (the eternal Father) engenders his Word through 
all eternity by His knowledge, by a return upon and vision of 
Himself, so He wills that Mary, the supremely perfect and holy 
image of His virginal fecundity, should engender the Word with 
knowledge; and for that reason He decrees that she shall give her 
consent to the generation of the word in the flesh in an express 
and solemn way presupposing knowledge and reason. Whereas 
other mothers will not know the one who is to be born of them, 
He wishes that Mary should know previously what manner of son 
she shall conceive: an angel will make known to her that this son 
will be Son of the Most High, both God and man, the Redeemer 
of the world, and that His reign will endure forever.21 

This God, whose mother she is, is the God Redeemer who 
as Redeemer is the final, and consequently absolutely first cause 
of the entire universe, for Christ was never efficaciously willed 
as the end of all things except as the Redeemer .22 Mother of 
the Redeemer, Mary is inseparably united to this final cause 
as co-principle. The Lord possessed me in the beginning of his 
ways, before he made any thing from the beginning. I was set 
up from eternity, and of old before the earth was made.28 

Mother of Emmanuel, this is to say, of" the Mighty with us," 
she is the first one predestinated among all pure creatures. 

19 St. Bernard, De Ladibus Virginia MatTis, homilia IV, Opera Omnia (edit. 
Charpentier Vives), T. II, p. 619. 

00 Lk. 1: 88 and Cant. 1: 1. 
21 Vie interieure de la Tres Sainte Vierge, ouvrage recueilli des ecrits de M. Olier, 

Paris, 1875, pp. 5-6. 
29 John of St. Thomas, Ours. Theol., T. VIII, disp. 8, a. 2, n. 52, p. 108b. 
""Prov. 8: 
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" She came from God in the beginning," says SL Albert, 
" because from all eternity she was predestined to become the 
mother of the Son of God!' 24 The mother is inconceivable 
without the Son, the Son Redeemer without the mother. 
She proceeds f:rom Him who made her in order that He might 
proceed from her. It is as principle that she proceeds from the 
Principle: her procession from the Principle is ordained in the 
procession of this same Principle, and she envelops the Princi­
ple in her procession from Him, she is held by Him in his pro­
cession from her. I came out of the mouth of the most High, 
the firstborn before aU creatures.25 In coming out of the mouth 
of the most High she is herself the mouth which prMers the 
Word. Let kiss me with the kiss of his mouth.26 She pro­
ceeds from the true light, from Him who is the unfailing light. 
Ego feci ut in coelis oriretur lumen indeficiens.21 The Son, who 
in the bosom of the Father precontains aU things, including 
the Virgin, causes Himself to be contained in the womb of the 
Virgin. He whom the whole universe cannot contain has 
enclosed Himself in your womb, becoming man. 'l'he Son and 

mother thus constitute from the very beginning a kind of 
circular motion 



THE WISDOM THAT IS MARY 9 

called the mother of Christ according to the hypostasis, which 
hypostasis is God and man, and this is why she is the mother 
of God and of the man-although she is not consubstantial with 
God except with respect to His human nature, since consub­
stantiality taken in itself means nothing other than convenien­
tia in substance. Birth, then, belongs primarily and of itself 
to the person, and to the nature by consequence and sec­
ondarjly ." 32 She alone among all pure creatures thus occupies 
the very summit: I dwelt in the highest places, and my throne 
is in the pillar of a cloud, wherein is hidden the glory of God. 
She is herself, in a certain sense, this pillar of the cloud wherein 
the incarnate Wisdom is hidden.33 Starting out from the sum­
mit of heaven, her course terminates upon the same summit.84 

She alone has compassed the circuit of heaven, of all mere 
creatures she alone is the Wisdom which has penetrated into the 
bottom of the deep.35 

It would be impossible for a pure creature to be raised any 
higher. By the grace of her maternity, she exhausts, so to 
speak, the very possibility of a higher elevation. 

The plenitude of the Blessed Virgin deprives her of all emptiness. 
As long as a vessel can receive anything, it retains some emptiness. 
That is why every creature includes a certain emptiness, because 
it can also always receive a greater grace. But she alone is full 
of grace, because she could have no greater grace. She would have 
to be herself united to the divinity in order to conceive a grace 
greater than that according to which that is drawn from her which 
is united to her. Unless she was herself God, it is impossible to 
conceive a greater grace than that of being the mother of God.86 

In order to be praised and glorified in Mary, God was not con­
tent to express Hill1jself in her maternity alone in which Mary 
herself does not accomplish in the fullness of her being a com­
plete return to the principle. " Thus, maternal parenthood," 

•• St. Albert, In III Sentenia.rum, dist. 4, a. 5, ad 2, T. 28, p. 85b. 
33 Cornelius a Lapide, In Ecclesiasticum, c. XXIV, vers. 7, T. IX, p. 623. 
•• Ps. 28: 7. 
•• Ecclus. 24: 8. 
•• St. Albert, Mariale, q. 33, paragr. 4, T. 37, p. 73a. 
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says St. Augustine, " would have been of no advantage to Mary 
if she had not experienced more joy by bearing Christ in her 
heart than in her flesh." 37 She was full of grace even before her 
consent to maternity. The angel called her full of grace before 
the Holy Spirit had come upon her. 

The Holy Spirit descended upon Mary in order that she might be 
the mother of God, and in order that she might thus attain to the 
hypostatic order since she was already full of grace. Because she 
belongs to the hypostatic order which of itself carries with it a 
higher form of sanctity, her maternal dignity demands sanctity by 
fittingness and connaturality. If by God's absolute power there had 
oeen maternity without sanctity, then the Holy Spirit wbuld not 
have descended upon her after the manner of a mission in the 
absolute sense, because the Holy Spirit would not have dwelt in 
her, but 
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more our own as it is received universally both with regard to 
act and modality so the fact of being first principle, as with 
the Blessed Virgin, since it is entirely received according to 
this properly divine modality, is all the more truly her own. 
There is thus established, between the grace of maternity and 
her sanctification, a certain circular motion which it has pleased 
God to arouse within her. It is God, the origin of all things, 
Who gives her the power of giving herself as origin of God. 
"Behold all things are subject to the command of God, even 
the Virgin, behold all things are subject to the command of the 
Virgin, even God." 43 By her free consent to the maternity 
which properly comes from her nature, God gives the Blessed 
Virgin the means to raise herself further to the dignity of her 
maternity which both fittingly (congrue) and connaturally 
demands sanctity. 

In this exhaustive superabundance of grace and glory 
expressed in her, the Blessed Virgin accomplishes the return to 
the principle under the very aspect of principle of all grace and 
all glory. To her in her quality of Wisdom it has been confided 
to place in the elect the principle of their conversion to God, to 
place in them the divine roots. Then the creator of all things 
commanded me and said to me: and he that made me, rested 
in my tabernacle, and he said to me: Let thy dwelling be in 
Jacob, and thy inheritance in Israel, and take root in my elect.44 

In this Wisdom dwells all the grace of the way and of the 
truth, in her all hope of life, and of virtue.45 

A House built by Wisdom-" Mary is the sanctuary and 
the place of repose of the Holy Trinity, where God is present 
more magnificently and divinely than in any place in the uni­
verse, not excepting his dwelling above the Cherubim and 
Seraphim." 46 This indwelling is so full and so complete that 
as Wisdom the Blessed Virgin is the brightness of eternal light, 

•• Grignon de Montfort, La vraie devotion a la Sainte Vierge, edit. canadienne, 
1940, p. 61. 

•• Ecclus. 24: 12-13. 
45 Ecclus. 24: 25. 
46 Grignon de Montfort, op. cit., n. 5, p. 8. 
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and the unspotted mirror of God's majesty, and the image of 
his goodness.47 This image is so perfect that it in turn fulfills 
the function of root and 
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is the root of and pre-contains the order of which it is the 
principle. Together with her Son at the very origin of the 
universe, she is in a way the root of the universal order: I am 
the root. That which God principally desires in the universe is 
the good of order. This order is better in proportion as its 
principle which is interior to the universe is the more profoundly 
rooted in God. But Mary is the purely created principle of this 
order, the purely created principle which is the nearest to God 
and the most perfect that can be conceived. As a principle of 
the sapiential order, she participates in the unity and the 
unicity of this principle, she is at once an emanation and an 
indwelling, 55 her power extends to all things which hold from 
her their constant renewal. We conceive vital emanation as a 
constant renewal, and in their relation to the first principle 
things receive being in an ever riew procession. Whatever 
being they might have of themselves would be nothingness. 
One is my dove, my perfect one.-And being but one, she can 
do all things, and remaining in herself the same, she reneweth 
all things.56 Daughter of the eternal Father, mother of the Son, 
spouse of the Holy Spirit, she is rooted in the order of the 
Trinity, and she links up the order of the universe in a radically 
new way to the order which is in God according to the pro­
cessions. Thy ne£}k is as a tower of ivory.57 

As the principle whence comes the good of the universe, as 
Regina et Domina of all things, she is a good separated from 
the universal order, a good which is properly universal, a good 
which in its indivisible and superabundant unity is the good 
of all things. This good is better than the good which exists as 
a form in the order of the parts of the universe, it is anterior to 
it and is its principle, as the leader who is the principle of the 
order in an army. Her good does not even imply a material 
dependency upon the things which are ordained or upon their 
order-form. Being wisdom, all her glory is from 
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spiritual good, it is not enough to love the Blessed Virgin as 
one loves oneself, nor to love her as much as oneselt Just as it 
is necessary to love Christ more than oneself, so too it is 
necessary to love the Blessed Virgin more than oneself. 

Each loves himself after God., more than his neighbor. One must 
love others as oneself, hence one's own self is so to speak the primary 
exemplar of those one must love; oneself as participating in the 
divine glory and. others as associated in this participation. I 



THE WISDOM THAT IS MARY 15 

superior parts than in the inferior parts themselves. The su­
perior parts are to the inferior parts as a form: the splendor 
that the inferior parts derive from the subordination to the 
superior is greater than that which they themselves have of 
themselves absolutely. This derivated splendor is foremost in 
the ordination of the parts to the whole. Considered from the 
aspect of the parts, the excellence of the principal part is of the 
nature of a form for all the subordinated parts. Consequently 
the Blessed Virgin is, as a part, the form and the purely created 
principal cause of the dignity which ordains them most proxi­
mately and most perfectly to the dignity of the whole. As the 
prior and principal part, she draws aU the other parts after her 
towards the dignity of the whole. Draw me, we will run after 
thee.60 

Among all the purely created parts of the universe, she 
participates in a greater degree in the order of the universe, and 
she is invested in a greater way with its splendor and variety. 
Her splendor is that most comparable to that of the whole­
decora sicut Jerusalem, 61 she is surrounded with the variety 
of all the other parts.62 She is that purely created part of the 
universe thanks to which it can be indued with a great dignity. 
A spring rose out of the earth, watering all the surface (the 
face) of the earth.63 "Face of the earth, that is to say, dignity 
of the earth," St. Augustine comments, " is a name very rightly 
(rectissime) applied to the Virgin Mary, Mother of God, she 
whom the Holy Spirit, who is called in the Gospel by the name 
of fountain and water, waters so that out of the clay there 
might be formed the man who is placed in the paradise to dress 
and keep it, that is, in the will of the Father, in order to 
accomplish it and keep it." 64 

I£ she is already so beautiful and so worthy of praise as a 
part of the universe besides that which is hid within,65 how 
much more so she is as a separate principle and good. Under 

6° Cant. 1: 8. •• Ps. 44: 10. 
61 Cant. 6: 3. •• Gen. 2: 6. 
•• St. Augustine, De Genesi contra Manicheos, Lib. II, c. 24, T. III, col. !i!l6. 
65 Cant. 4: 1, 3. 
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this latter aspect she is absolutely anterior to her character as 
part and a principle in relation to this character as a part. 
Her position as a part is ordained to her position as a separate 
principle. She is born within. to be a separated principle, she 
is hom in the universe to become the mother of all things. 
That which is without proceeds from that which is within, and 
that which is within proceeds thence in order to proceed with­
out. As separate principle she is more within the universe than 
when considered within as a part. There is thus established 
a circular motion between her dignity as a separated principle 
and her dignity as the noblest part of pure creation, a circular 
motion which embraces the very order of the parts of the 
universe. The order and dignity inherent in the universe are 
thus all the more intimately linked to the separated principle 
insofar as this principle is at the same time the principal 
intrinsic part of the universe. This circular motion imitates in a 
way the circular motion between the incarnate Wisdom and 
the mother of this Wisdom, which in tum imitates more deeply 
still the circular motion between the Fath,er and the perfect 
and consubstantial image of the Father: as it were a wheel in 
the midst of a wheel.66 

The fact that her Son infinitely surpasses her in privileges 
and dignity manifests again the sovereign dignity of the mother. 
It is her Son, the fruit of her womb,61 the word whom she has 
drawn from her heart, who surpasses her infinitely. 

We grant that her Son surpasses her in all privileges: but this, 
far from diminishing the praise of the mother, exalts it in that she 
has not only engendered a Son equal to her, but a Son infinitely 
better than herself. Under this aspect the goodness of the mother 
is rendered, in a sense, infinite. Each tree is known by its fruit: 
hence, if the goodness of the fruit makes the tree good, the infinite 
goodness of the fruit manifests an infinite goodness in the tree.68 

In his admirable commentary on the Sapiential Books, 
Cornelius a Lapide expresses in the most formal way the 
primary reason for this appellation of Wisdom from the point 

66 Ezech. 1: 27. "'Lk. 1: 42. •• St. Albert, Mariale, q. 197, p. 287b. 
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of view of the end, which is the cause of the causes. How can 
the Blessed Virgin be made to say the things which Wisdom 
says of itself: I made that in the heavens there should rise light 
that never faileth-1 have poured out rivers? 69 To this 

I answer, first, that in the mystical sense these words should be 
understood as follows: I made that in the heavens, that is, in the 
Churches, Christ should be born, He who is the sun of justice; 
I have made that in the Church there should rise the light of faith. 
Furthermore, the Virgin, comparable to a sea of graces, pours 
out her rivers upon the Church and the faithful. Secondly, accord­
ing to the literal sense, one should read: I have been the cause for 
God to create the light, the heavens, the sea, the rivers and all the 
universe. The creation of God is ordained, as to its end, to the 
justification and glorification of the Saints, accomplished by Christ 
through the Blessed Virgin; for the order of nature was created 
and instituted for the order of grace. Thus, then, it is because the 
Blessed Virgin was the mother of Christ that she subsequently 
becomes the mediatrix of all the other graces instituted by Christ; 
whence for the same reason, she was the final cause of the creation 
of the universe. In effect, the end of the universe is Christ and his 
mother and the saints, that is to say, this universe was created for 
the Saints to enjoy grace and glory through the intermediary of 
Christ and the Blessed Virgin. That is why the final cause of the 
creation of the universe was the predestination of Christ, the 
Blessed Virgin and the Saints. Although, Christ and the Blessed 
Virgin are parts of the universe and consequently posterior to it in 
the order of material causality, nevertheless they are anterior to 
it in the order of final causality. There is thus a certain reciprocal 
dependency between the creation of the universe and the birth of 
Christ and the Blessed Virgin. God did not wish Christ and the 
Blessed Virgin to be born except in this world; nor did He wish 
that this universe exist without Christ and the Blessed Virgin, on 
the contrary, it was for them that He created it. He wished that 
the whole universe, no less than the order of grace, should be 
referred and ordained to Christ and the Blessed Virgin as to its 
complement and end, Christ and the Blessed Virgin are thus the 
final cause of the creation of the universe at the same time they 
are its formal, that is, exemplary cause, namely, the idea. In 
effect, the order of grace in which Christ with the Blessed Virgin, 
occupies the first place, is the idea and exemplar according to which 

"" Ecclus. 24: 6, 40. 

2 
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God creat_ed and disposed the order of nature and of all the 
universe.70 

If we are amazed at the supereminent beauty of this pure 
creature, of this purely created Wisdom, is she not called 
"Mother most admirable," that is Mother, principle, whose 
cause is unfathomable. Mary, the most astounding of all mere 
creatures, allows us, in a manner most proportioned to us, to 
surmise the incomprehensibility of Wisdom which precedes all 
things. Who hath searched out the wisdom of God that goeth 
before all things? (Ecclus 1: 8) . To what purely created work 
could she be compared? There wa.<J no such worlc made in any 
kingdom. 71 Is she not so astounding that, according to St. 
Bernard, even the princes of the celestial court are filled with 
astonishment: Who is this that cometh up from the desert, 
leaning upon her beloved? 72 Who is she that cometh forth as 
the morning rising, fair as the moon, bright as the sun, terrible 
as an army set in array? 73 
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reverence for truth, as it comes from God Himself, is par­
ticipated in by our reverence for the teachings of the Doctors 
of the Church, and even of those outside the Visible Church 
whom tradition has established to be of sound doctrine. Ex­
perience, reason, and the admonitions of the Holy Ghost mani­
fest that such reverence, far from being opposed to intellectual 
vita]ity, is the indispensable requirement for a truly healthy 
intellectual condition. It appears otherwise only in contrast 
with a ruthless pursuit of what is called reason, or when we 
have failed in the difficult task of perpetuating and therefore 
renovating tradition. 

My only misgiving is in the conviction that what I have 
written is entirely unworthyto b.e associated with the teaching 
of St. Thomas. May he forgive me my presumption, for it was 
expedient that this work should be done. 

Mr. Adler's article, excluding a short introduction and con­
clusion, is divided into two parts. In the first he intends to 
prove that God's existence cannot be demonstrated as He is a 
first cause in the order of becoming (causa fiendi). In the 
second he considers the possibility of demonstrating the exist­
ence of God as a cause of being (causa essendi). In the latter, 
although he admits the possibility in this line of causality as 
opposed to the order of becoming, he ends on a note of doubt 
principally because of difficulties concerning the premises of 
that demonstration (p. 
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system: Since the article is divided into three parts which are 
numbered I, II, III, the first reference will be to the part of the 
article, designated by the roman numeral; the second will indi­
cate the arabic numerals which Mr. Adler has used for the main 
divisions of his outline, e. g., II, #2, indicates the second main 
division in the second part of the article. This is followed by 
the page reference, so that the complete reference will be: II, 
#2, pp. 197, 198. 

Mr. Adler-First Argument, II, #2, pp. 197, 198. 

Any demonstration of God's existence through a "series," 
i. e., a temporal succession of causes, presupposes the non­
eternity of the universe. But the latter cannot be known by 
natural reason. Therefore no demonstration of God's existence 
through such a " series " of causes is possible. 

The major is proved as follows: Any demonstrations of God's 
existence requires a finite number of causes. But if the uni­
verse were eternal, the number of causes in temporal succession 
would be infinite. Therefore, etc. The minor is an admitted 
truth of the tradition.2 

Refutation-

St. Thomas never attemps to demonstrate the existence 
of God through a temporal succession of causes. To the con­
trary, he says: " But it is manifest that when something moves 
because it is moved, the mover is moved simultaneously with 
this moveable; as when the hand by its motion moves a stick, 
the hand and the stick are moved simultaneously." 3 

Mr. Adler-Second Argument, II, #3, pp. 198, 199. 

The existence of God cannot be demonstrated through any 
"series" of causes which is not finite in number. But a "series" 
of" essentially diverse causes" is not necessarily finite in num-

• II Contra Gentiles, cc. 31-38; In XII Met., I. 5, #':l497, ':l498; In VIII Phys., 
I. 13, #8, I. ':l, #17; Summa Theol., I, q. 46, a. ':l, corpus. 
· 3 In VII Phys., I. l. Cf. in VII Phys., II. 3 and 4, where it is demonstrated that 
mover and moved are simultaneous in every species of. motion. 
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her. Therefore the existence of God cannot be demonstrated 
from such a " series " of causes. 

The major is evident from the nature of, demonstration, and 
besides it is an accepted truth of the tradition. The minor is 
shown from examples:, two sticks are used to move a stone; 
the two sticks are not " essentially diverse," i. e., different in 
kind, yet they are simultaneous and therefore finite in number. 
The man trains the dog to carry a burden, which the dog carries 
at a later time; these two causes, the man and the dog, are 
essentially diverse, and yet they are in temporal succession, 
and therefore could be infinite in number. Therefore "essen­
tially diverse causes" are not necessarily finite in number. 

Refutation-

1. St. Thomas does not demonstrate the existence of God 
through any temporal succession of causes. 

fl. A temporal succession (" series ") of causes per se of an 
effect ("essentially diverse causes") is impossible. For, if 
causes per se of an effect could be, as the author asserts here, 
in a temporal relation, the existence of a first cause could be 
demonstrated through a temporal succession of causes, and 
the universe, contrary to Mr. Adler's repeated assertion, could 
be demonstrated to have had a beginning in time. For unless 
a " series " of " essentially diverse causes " (causes per se) has 
a first cause, none of the other causes will be a cause, and it is 
false to call them a series of causes, for none of them is a cause. 
"Thus, therefore, if the moving causes proceeded to infinity, 
there would be no first cause; but the first cause was the source 
of all (the causes): therefore it would follow that all the causes 
as a whole would be removed: for when the. cause is taken 
away, those things of which it is the cause are removed.""' 
There must, then, be a first cause of such a " series." 

But if it is said that this first cause is outside the temporal 
order, but the number of such causes in the temporal order is 
infinite, thus again, there will be no first cause of the whole 

•Jn II Met., I. S'. 
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"series," and they will not be causes. For, since it is held that 
these causes are infinite, there will not be a cause among them 
which can itself be caused by a cause outside the temporal 
succession. For whichever one is acted upon by the extra­
temporal cause must be a determinate cause, and therefore it 
will be separated from the ultimate effect by a finite number 
of steps. It will therefore be in fact the first cause in the tem­
poral order, and the remaining " causes " after it will be causes 
in no way. Therefore it is necessary that a "series of essen­
tially diverse causes" should have a first cause in the order of 
time. Now the absolutely first efficient cause per se in the 
temporal order could not be caused by anything else in the 
temporal order, since, in that case, it would not be absolutely 
first in that order. Either, then, it is itself uncaused, or it is 
caused by higher causes which are not in the temporal order, 
for it is absolutely first, it has no efficient cause, not only 
no efficient cause which is before it in time, but no efficient 
cause which is before it in any way. 

But if it has no efficient cause in any way, it must have its 
being of itself, which is impossible; for the first cause per se 
in temporal order must be a body. Otherwise it would not be 
in· time at all, except per accidens, as a soul is in time because 
it informs a body: but in this way it would not be a first cause 
per se in the order o£ time. 

But it is impossible for one body to be the cause of itself: 
for this would require that it should be both mover and moved 
at the same time, and this in one respect, in respect of the thing 
caused. Therefore no efficient cause per se which is first in the 
order of time can be the cause of itself; consequently it must 
have its being from a cause which is outside the temporal order. 

Now either all the things in the universe were produced in 
this way, i.e., the whole creature, and therefore the universe 
would have had a beginning in time, or they were not all pro­
duced in this way. If they were not, the other things in the 
universe would have no cause which was first in the temporal 
order. Therefore they could always have been. Let it be sup­
posed, then, that they always were, for if they were not, again 
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the whole universe had a beginning in timeo This body, then, 
which is a first cause in the order of time, could have been pro­
duced by the bodies which existed before it, since these always 
were. But the cause of both, i. e., the eternally existing bodies, 
and the body which was first in the order of time relative to 
the things produced by it, must be some intelligence, since both 
require a cause which is outside the material ordero This was 
shown for a cause which would be first in the temporal order, 
and it is easily shown for eternally existing bodies, as follows: 
Such bodies or causes could not be caused by a first cause 
in the corporeal order, inasmuch as, by the hypothesis, there 
is no such first cause in the temporal order; otherwise they 
would not be eternaL Therefore they must have their first 
efficient cause outside the material order, and such a cause 
must be an intelligence, as is evident from the nature of intel­
lect, L e., that it is immaterial per se. But it would be vain 
to produce a body to be a first cause in the order of time when 
:it could have been produced by bodies already existing. An 
intellect, however, does not act in vain. Therefore aU bodies 
would have had a beginning in time, if one did. From this it 
is seen that the whole universe could be demonstrated to have 
had a beginning in time, if there could be an efficient cause per se 
which is first in the order of time. But MI"o Adler holds that it is 
impossible to demonstrate this. Therefore, neither could there 
be a single cause per se which is first in the order of time. 

S. In this argument Mr. Adler attempts to prove that the 
existence of God cannot be demonstrated through a " series," 
i.e., a temporal succession of "essentially diverse causes." But 
the first argument, according to his intention, eliminated the 
possibility of demonstrating the existence of God through any 
temporal succession of causes, i. e., " series!' Therefore it is a 
violation of the method of demonstration to prove this again 
fo:r a "series" of "essentiaHy diverse causes." For this is like 
demonstrating first that triangle as triangle has angles equal 
to two :right angles. and then demonstrating it for isosceles; 
and such demonstration is defective since the end of demon­
stration is to know the cause; but the cause is in what is com-
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mensurately universal with the effect, e. g., triangle and angles 
equal to two right angles, not isosceles and equal to two right 
angles, " series " of causes and the impossibility of demonstrat­
ing God's existence, not "series" of "essentially diverse 
causes " and that impossibility. 

If it is argued that this objection is valid only in the demon­
strative order, whereas in the dialectical order there may be 
many arguments proving the same conclusion, and that Mr. 
Adler's arguments are dialetical; we admit the major, but deny 
the minor. For St. Thomas's arguments are intended to be 
demonstrations. This is manifest from the fact that the first 
three ways end with the assertion of the consequent necessity 
of positing God to be, as well as from the following: " Since 
nature operates for a determinate end from the direction of a 
superior agent, it is necessary that those things which are done 
by nature should be reduced to God as to a first cause." 5 Now 
the conclusion may not be stated to be necessary unless the 
argument is demonstrative. The demonstrative intention is, 
besides, apparent in the last book of the Physics and the Meta­
physics, and in many other places. But it would be again a 
defect in method to overthrow demonstrative arguments by 
dialetical ones .. Further, Mr. Adler states his demonstrative 
intention in this article: " The analysis to follow does, I think, 
determine the answer which must be given " (I, p. 193) . And 
again: " Our analysis so far has eliminated two possibilities 
of demonstrating the existence of God as a cause required for 
effects known to exist" (II, #5, p. 200). 

But it may be argued that St. Thomas's proofs are merely 
dialectical, inasmuch as he proves the same thing in five ways. 
Thus the present author says: " If there can be only one log­
ically adequate demonstration of any proposition that is estab­
lished with certitude-which seems to be St. Thomas's opinion 
on the matter-then we must ask whether the five arguments 
stated by St. Thomas are five ways of stating the same argu­
ment, or whether one of these is the valid proof and the others 
not, or whether none of these as written is strictly a demon-

5 Summa Theol., I, q. 2, a. 8, ad 2, italics mine. 
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stration but only an indication of where a demonstration might 
lie" (1, p. 193) • 

T-{) this we answer that the five proofs of St. Thomas are not 
five proofs of the same conclusion formally, but only materially. 
For the first proof demonstrates the necessity of a first mover, 
the second demonstrates the necessity of 
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stration of God's existence, and at the same time how each 
demonstration is imperfect without a:{fecting the necessity of 
the conclusion. 

4. "Essentially diverse causes," i. e., causes which are in a 
per se line of causality with respect to a given effect, contrary 
to the assumption of Mr. Adler's second argument, must be 
simultaneous, and for that reason, and this precisely as causes 
and causing. The cause per se of an effect is that which pro­
duces the effect in virtue of its proper nature, and not in virtue 
of something which it has received and which it may or may not 
have, its nature remaining the same. "The cause of the statue 
per accidens is indeed Polycletus, but per se the cause of the 
statue is making the statue (faciens statuam): for Polycletus 
is the cause of the statue in so far as it happens to him (accidit 
ei) to be making the statue." 7 For it is making the statue 
which of itself produces the statue, not Polycletus as that in 
virtue of which the statue is made, but only as a subject. Like­
wise the stick which is moving is the cause per accidens of the 
motion of the stone when it is moved by the stick, because it 
is the motion of the stick which moves the stone. But this is 
only because the stick happens to be moved. For just as making 
the statue is the cause per se of the statue being made, so 
motion is the cause per se of a thing being moved. But motion 
does not subsist in itself; therefore, as a subsisting agent, that 
is a cause per se which has the act by which it causes in virtue of 
its own nature, as e. g., the hand moves of itself as a living thing, 
not in virtue of being moved by something outside itself, and 
therefore the motion of the hand is a cause per se of the motion 
of the stick. But the virtue which the hand has of moving 
itself, granted it has this in virtue of its nature, is something 
which it received from a higher principle, i. e., the soul. There­
fore the soul is a cause per se of the motion of the stick by the 
hand. Again the virtue of the soul to move the body is some­
thing it has by its proper nature; nevertheless it does not have 
this of itself as from an ultimate principle, for it does not have 
its being of itself. 

7 In II Phys., l. 6, n. 4. 
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Further, that is a cause of a thing's being which acts as an 
agent; and since what comes to be receives its act from the 
agent, it must be moved simultaneously with the agent, and 
this is necessary whether the mbver causes the motion per se 
or per accidens, as the motion of the hand is the cause per se 
of the motion of the stick, and is moved simultaneously with 
the stick; or if the stick moves a stone, the stick is a cause 
per accidens of the motion of the stone, yet it too is moved 
simultaneously with the stone. For this reason, i. e., that action 
and passion are simultaneous, it is impossible that causes in 
temporal succession should be causes of one effect. For example, 
if water is first heated, it is used later to heat a bed, then 
again later the bed is used to heat a body. But the temporal 
succession is brought about by the duration of the effect which 
subsequently acts as a cause in another motion. 

Now although it is not necessary for causes per accidens to 
be in 
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finite, and this, not because they are simultaneous, as Mr. Adler 
asserts, but for the following reason: Whatever the causes may 
be of a single effect, whether per se or per accidens, e. g., the 
movement of a stone by several sticks, the first of which is 
moved by a hand, the causes per accidens must themselves be 
caused by a cause per se, and this is necessary from the nature of 
cause per accidens. For a cause per accidens causes the effect not 
in virtue of itself but in virtue of something which it has received. 
The motion of the hand, in turn, must be caused by another 
cause per se. But there must be a first cause in this order: 
otherwise the effect would have no cause, since the intermediary 
causes are only causes in so far as they are caused. Con­
sequently, the number of causes must be finite, not because 
they are simultaneous, and not even because they are all causes 
per se, but because they are reducible to causes which are causes 
per se and therefore necessary to the effect by definition. But 
the number of accidental causes in a single motion cannot be 
infinite since they must receive their effect from a cause per se; 
but i£ the causes per accidens were infinite in number, there 
would be no first one to receive its act from the proximate 
per se cause, and consequently the so-called causes per accidens 
would not be causes at all. 

The principle of simultaneity of causes, therefore, is the 
singleness of the motion or effect, which causes are ultimately 
reduced to causes per se of that effect, which must be finite in 
number as necessary to th'at effect and to the intermediary 
causes, since a first is essential to the causality of the inter­
mediary causes. Corresponding to this, an infinite number of 
causes has its principle in this, that there must be a succession 
of motions or effects, since the infinite number of causes requires 
a temporal succession of causes (on the assumption that an 
actual infinite cannot exist which is only absolutely certain for 
the corporeal order) . A succession of effects is necessary be­
cause the causes of a single motion must be simultaneous. 
But to be in temporal succession, the causes must be causes 
per accidens, as has been shown. Thus, as the principle of a 
finite number of causes is, ultimately, causality per se, the 
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principle of an infinite number of causes, i. e., the principle of 
its possibility, is causality per accidens. "But in causes which 
do not act simultaneously, this (infinitude of causes) is not im­
possible, following those who posit perpetual generation. But 
this infinitude befalls ( accidit) causes: for it is accidental to 
the father of Sortes that he is or is not himself the son of 
someone else. But it is not accidental to the stick, in so far 
as it moves the stone, that it is moved by the hand: for it moves 
in so far as it is moved." 8 

The true doctrine in this matter, as well as the indubitability 
of St. Thomas's teaching, is manifest in the following passage: 

It is impossible in efficient causes per se to proceed to an infinite: 
as if, for example, the causes which are per se required for some 
effect should be multiplied in infinitum; as if the stone should be 
moved by the stick, the stick by the hand, and so on in infinitum. 
But it is not :reputed impossible to proceed in infinitum in agent 
causes per accidens; as if, for example, all the causes which would 
be multiplied in infinitum would only have the order of one cause, 
but their multiplication would be per accidens; as the artisan 
operates with many hammers per accidens, because one is broken 
after the other. Therefore it happens to this hammer that it acts 
after the action of another hammer. And similarly it happens to 
this man insofar as he generates, that he should have been generated 
by another man. For he generates insofar as he is man (inquantum 
homo) and not insofar as he :is the son of another man. For all 
men generating have one grade in efficient causes; namely the grade 
of particular generator. Whence it is not impossible that man 
should be generated by man in infinitum. But it would be im-

8 11 Con. Gent., c. 38, ad 5, italics mine. In respect of the motion of the stone, 
i.e., of the effect, the motion of the stick is not accidental, but in respect of the 
nature of the stick, it is accidental, for the motion befalls the stick. Cf. the above. 
On the part of the effect, that is a cause per se without which the effect would not 
be produced, as the stone would not be moved unless the stick, as it was moved, 
moved it. But on the part of the cause, that is a cause per se, in virtue of whose 
nature the effect proceeds, and in this sense the stick is not a cause per se. 
Again, the cause pet' se, as it is a created cause, must be reduced from potency 
to act by a higher cause, either in the order of natme, or operation, and this is 
the ratio for demonstration through motion, and through efficient cause respectively, 
consequently the term, cause per se, must be understood analogically: for aU the 
causes per se, except the first cause, cause in virtue of an act received. 
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possible if the generation of this man depended on this man, and 
on the elementary body, and on the sun, and so on in infinitum.9 

5. The act of training the dog is not a cause per se of the 
subsequent carrying the burden; but the habit of being trained 
is a cause per se of this operation; as the generation of the 
father is not a cause per se of the generation of the son, but 
man is the cause of the generation of the son, since to be a man 
is per se required to generate a son, as having a habit is per se 
required to perform an operation proceeding from such a habit. 
Two things cause per se: being in act; and the cause of what 
acts being in act, in the respect in which it acts, when it acts. 
But what caused the coming to be of the thing which acts, causes 
per accidens. Unless the same thing is at once the cause of a 
thing's being in act and having come to be, e. g., the sun is the 
cause both of the generation of a man and his act of generating 
another. But the act of training the dog is per se the cause 
of the dog's being trained, since it is per se required for someone 
to be training the dog when it is being trained. And these are 
simultaneous. Likewise in every motion, for motion is one with 
action and passion, and action and passion must be simultaneous. 
In the order of particular causes, it is true, this dog is able to 
carry the burden in virtue of having been trained previously, 
just as this man is able to generate in virtue of having been 
generated himself. But to be trained does not per se require 
to have come to be trained, just as to be a man does not per 
se require to have come to be a man. Thus it is evident that 
the cause per se, and the effect, must be simultaneous. There­
fore it is impossible, as Mr. Adler supposes, for there to be a 
" series," i. e., a temporal succession of causes per se of one 
effect, "essentially diverse causes." 

Hence Mr. Adler's example supporting the minor does not 
exemplify; for the cause as causing, i. e., the man training the 
dog, is simultaneous with its effect; i. e., the dog being trained. 

Mr. Adler-Third Argument, II, #6, b, pp. 
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causes which are the cause of an effect which is not proper to 
a single ultimate cause. But "a set of essentially diverse 
causes " (causes which are simultaneous and in a per se line 
of causality with respect to a given effect) is constituted of 
causes of an effect (becoming) which is not proper to a single 

cause. Therefore the existence of God cannot be 
demonstrated by " a set of essentially diverse causes." 

The major is known from the nature of demonstration a 
posteriori. The minor is proved as follows: Becoming is the 
effect of physical causes (instrumental) and, hypothetically, 
of God (principal cause) , each of which is a total cause of the 
effect according to St. Thomas.10 Therefore there is not one 
ultimate cause, but two, at least in possibility, the ultimate 
instrumental cause, and the principal cause which would be 
God. 

Refutation-

As is evident, the only difficulty can be with the minor of 
this argument which, in Mr. Adler's statement, rests chiefly 
on the authority of St. Thomas, who ascribes the totality of the 
cause both to the instrumental and to the principal cause. 
Arguing dialectically first, then, since the adduced proof is from 
authority, it should be said that if this were indeed St. Thomas's 
teaching, he would have had to be either stupid or maliciously 
dishonest, inasmuch as he would have failed either intellectually 
in respect of an elementary inference, that God's existence could 
not be demonstrated from physical effects, or, seeing this, he 
would have adduced sophistic reasoning to save a truth of the 
Faith. Now since neither of these conclusions is tenable, it 
follows that Mr. Adler's interpretation is not according to the 
authority of St. Thomas. 

:But indeed neither the fact nor the teaching of St. Thomas 
accords with Mr. Adler's interpretation. For the instrumental 
cause and the principal cause are not independent lines of 
causality, as St. Thomas manifests in many places, but the 
instrumental is subordinated to the principal cause, as the te:rm, 

10 Ill Con. Gent., c. 70. 
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instrument, is intended to show. The instrumental cause is a 
total cause in the sense that from it, proximately, the whole 
effect proceeds, as the movement_of the pencil may be said to 
be the total cause of the writing which is produced by that 
movement. But the pencil, since it is only an instrument, must 
itself be moved: 

For in any agent there are two things to consider, namely, the 
thing itself which acts, and the virtue by which it acts: as fire heats 
through heat. But the virtue of an inferior agent depends on the 
virtue of the superior agent, in so far as the superior agent gives 
this virtue to the inferior agent through which it acts; or con­
serves it, or even applies it to action, as the artisan applies the 
instrument to its proper effect; to which he does not give the form 
through which the instrument acts, nor does he conserve it, but 
only gives it motion. It is necessary, therefore, that the action of 
an inferior agent should be not only from it through its proper 
virtue, but through the virtue of all the superior agents: for it acts 
in virtue of all of them. And just as the lowest agent is found to be 
active without any intermediary, so the virtue of the first agent 
is found to be without any intermediary with respect to producing 
the effect: for the virtue of the lowest agent does not have the 
virtue to produce this effect of itself, but from the virtue of the 
proximate superior; and thus the virtue of that (superior) has 
it from the virtue of (its) superior; and thus the virtue of the 
supreme agent is found to be productive of the effect of itself, 
as if immediate; as appears in the principles of demonstration, of 
which the first is immediate. Therefore, just as there is no difficulty 
in this, that one action should be produced (both) by some agent 
and its virtue, so there is no difficulty in this, that the same effect 
is produced by the inferior agent and by God: by both immediately, 
although by each in a different way.11 

The author's difficulty here is twofold: in the first place he 
fails to understand the analogy of causality, through which 
causes are not ultimate until we arrive at what is first without 
qualification; secondly, through a rationalistic proclivity to 
ontologize every distinction, he fails to see how a thing can be 
formally many (according to the relations which things have to 
it) and in itself one, as there is no contradiction in this, that 

11 Ill Con. Gent., c. 70. 

3 
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God is the first causa movens and causa efficiens in the order of 
becoming, as well as the first cause in the order of being (causa 
essendi) . In this, as in other places, he applies too readily the 
law of excluded middle. 

Mr. Adler-Fourth Argument, II, #9, pp. 206-209, and HI, 
pp. 209-216. 

This argument is divided into three parts. In the first Mr. 
Adler intends to show that there is a single remaining possible 
way to demonstrate God's existence (II, #9) , having elimi­
nated, in his view, the traditional ways; in the second he states 
what he thinks is the only possible demonstration (HI, pp. 
209, 210). In the third part he raises difficulties and doubts 
concerning this proposed demonstration (HI, pp. 210-216) . 
For the sake of clarity we shaH follow each of these parts with 
its refutation. 

Mr. Adler-Fourth Argument, first part, II, #9. 

The existence of God can be demonstrated from a known 
effect which is the proper effect of God. But preservation in 
being is a known effect which is the proper effect of God. There­
fore, etc. 

The major is evident. The minor is established by the 
authority of St. Thomas. 

Refutation-

The whole difficulty, evidently, lies in the minor of the 
argument. The refutations, consequently, are all directed to 
this premise. 

1. No demonstration should rest formally on a premise 
accepted from authority; and Mr. Adler neither demonstrates 
the necessity of the proposition that preservation being is 
the proper effect of God, nor does he manifest or even assert 
that it is self-evident. 

2. The authority of St. Thomas can have little weight with 
Mr. Adler inasmuch as he has dismissed aU the ways by which 
that authority claims to have demonstrated the existence of 
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God, as well as many of his conclusions in other matters, e. g., 
in politics, in law, in logic; so that the dialectical weight of his 
authority must be negligible for the present author. In fact, 
in the very act of determining the basic teaching of St. Thomas, 
Mr. Adler accuses him of contradicting himself: "The contra­
diction could be easily resolved, were it merely apparent and 
due to verbal ambiguity " (II, #9, c, p. 
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first effect and more intimate than all the other effects; and 
therefore it belongs to God alone according to the proper virtue 
of such an effect." 13 But lest it be thought that conservation 
could also be the proper effect of God, it should be said that 
conservation is the proper effect of God not as such, but as it is 
the continuation of creation: " It should be said that the con­
servation of things by God is not by any new action, but by 
the continuation of the action which gives being; which action 
indeed is without motion and without time." 14 But if it is 
argued that this is the only conservation of being in St. 
Thomas's teaching, we may adduce this passage from 19-any to 
show that he taught that there are secondary causes of the 
preservation of being: 

And therefore, principally indeed, the first cause is conservative of 
the effect; but secondarily all the mediate causes; and in proportion 
more so as a cause is higher and more proximate to the first cause. 
Whence the conservation and preservation of things is attributed to 
the superior causes also concerning corporeal things.15 

It is clear, therefore, that, in the teaching of St. Thomas, the 
conservation of things is proper to God only in respect of the 
conservation of immaterial things. But immaterial things, qua 
immaterial, are not contingent but necessary, i. e., considered 
naturally they cannot not be. Therefore, in order to know that 
they are sustained in being, we should have to know that they 
could not sustain themselves in being, i. e., the mere fact that 
such things exist does not imply that God exists; but when God 
is known to exist, it becomes manifest that even such beings 
depend on God for their existence. Consequently, although in 
fact the existence of such things is preserved by God, we do not 
know this from the knowledge that such things exist, but only 
when we understand that the existence of such beings is re­
ceived, through the analogy of potency and act in the order of 
efficient cause, which is in fact St. Thomas's second way of 
demonstrating the existence of God. For, as the above cita-

18 De Pot., q. 8, a. 7, corpus. 
"Summa Theol., I, q. 104, a. 1, ad 4. 
16 Summa Theol., I, q. 104, a. 



A REPLY: THE DEMONSTRATION OF GOD'S EXISTENCE 37 

tion 16 makes dear, there is no distinction on the part of God 
between the efficient cause of a thing in the order of production 
and in the order of conservation, and this not even by a dis­
tinction of reason curn fundarnento in re with respect to the 
production of immaterial things, since these are necessarily 
created, not generated. 

Mr. Adler, consequently, cannot intend by the "unique 
effect" the existence of immaterial things, for, as such, his 
proposed demonstration would be at best nothing more than 
an almost unintelligible version of St. Thomas's second way; 
whereas he has dismissed that way as untenable. Further this 
is clear from the minor of the final demonstration he proposes: 
" Minor: Corporeal substances do exist." From this it is 
evident that the unique effect of God is not, in his intention, 
the preservation of the being of incorporeal substances, but of 
corporeal substances. And it is precisely this effect, the pre­
servation of corporeal substances, which is not the unique effect 
of God in St. Thomas's teaching. 

The root of Mr. Adler's difficulty with St. Thomas in this 
question, and the reason why St. Thomas, in his view, appears 
to contradict in one place what he says in another, may now be 
manifested. For Mr. Adler, evidently, has again applied the 
law of excluded middle in an uncritical fashion. Indeed, if we 
start with this disjunction: either God is the unique cause of 
conservation, or the creature, as well as God, conserves the being 
of things, what Mr. Adler has concluded would follow. For at 
one time St. Thomas is explaining the dependence of all things 
for their being on God, i. e., as God is the principal and uni­
versal cause of the being of things inasmuch as His nature is 
to be and His alone; at another time he is explaining how lower 
causes cooperate in the conservation of corporeal things, when 
those causes are universal with respect to the effects, and 
therefore equivocal causes: 

But sometimes the effect is not apt to receive the impression of 
the agent according to the same ratio which it has in the agent, as 

16 Summa Theol., I, q. 104, a. 1, ad 4. 
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appears in all agents which do not produce something similar 
according to species; as the celestial bodies are the cause of the 
generation of inferior bodies dissimilar according to species: and 
such an agent can be the cause of the form according to the ratio 
of such a form, and not only according as it is acquired in this 
matter; and therefore it is the cause not only of the becoming 
(fiendi), but of the being (essendi) .11 

Relative to the absolute disjunction postulated, this would 
appear to contradict the statement that God is the universal 
cause of the conservation of being. But when the proper quali­
fications are made, i. e., that God is the unique cause of con­
servation as the universal and principal cause, but the creature 
is also a cause of conservation in so far as it too is universal in 
respect of a more particular effect, the contradiction is seen 
to be only apparent. But to resolve this contradiction the 
causes must be seen analogically, according as causes in their 
universality approach the universality of God's causality, and 
not univocally as Mr. Adler has regarded them. 

From this we may see, too, why a demonstration of God's 
existence as the cause of being seemed feasible to Mr. Adler 
where the other demonstrations seemed to fail of their end. 
For it seemed as if only in the order of being was God a unique 
cause: this intention is evident from the following where he is 
preparing the way for "the one possible demonstration ": 

Furthermore, in creation there are no intermediary causes, no 
secondary principal and no instrumental causes. Hence, to say 
that being is the proper effect of God means that God is the unique 
and exclusive cause of being, as He is the sole creative cause. If 
these things be so, then it should be possible to prove God's 
existence as the cause of the being of whatever needs to have its 
being caused, for here we are dealing with an effect which can have 
only one cause. Hence we should not be involved in all the prob­
lems about finite and infinite series, primary and secondary, prin­
cipal and instrumental causes, which arise, whenever a plurality of 
causes is possible (II, #7, c, d). 

But, both in the order of becoming and in the order of being, 
God is not a unique cause, in the sense that He is the only cause, 

17 Summa Theol., I, q. 104, a. 1, corpus, italics mine. 
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cause being taken indeterminately as something common. 
Rather His uniqueness is as a principal cause, i. e., as a first 
cause; and this problem, i. e., the problem of analogy, is no 
more obviated in the order of .being than it is in the order of 
becoming. The principal cause of Mr. Adler's error, then, is his 
insistence on a univocally distinct causality on the part of God, 
e. g., a sense in which God is a cause as man is risible, whereas 
in fact, because the creature participates in and imitates the 
Divine causality, no such distinction can be found: the 
causality of God is necessarily ·analogically common with the 
causality of the creature. But causality is proper to God as it is 
absolutely principal and most universal. Indeed, Mr. Adler's 
procedure presupposes this theological impossibility, that God 
should create a creature that should not imitate its Creator. 

In the second part of this argument Mr. Adler presents what 
he considers the only possible demonstration of God's existence. 
It is evident from what has been said in the refutation Of the 
first part of his argument why the existence of God cannot 
be qemonstrated in the way he intends, namely, because God is 
not a unique cause in the order of being, as this demonstration 
presupposes. Further, inasmuch as he himself finds this demon­
stration dubious, it is difficult to conceive in what a refutation 
of it would consist. Proceeding formally, we shall assume a 
positive intention, i. e., that Mr. Adler's intention is that what 
he presents as a demonstration is probably a demonstration. 
But probability is opposed to impossibility. Therefore the 
refutation will consist in showing that it is impossible to de­
monstrate the existence of God in the way Mr. Adler proposes. 
From this it will follow that, contrary to the declaration of faith 
in the demonstrability of God's existence, it cannot be demon­
strated in any of the ways indicated by Mr. Adler; and since 
these are exhaustive of all possible ways, in his view, the 
existence of God is altogether indemonstrable according to his 
position. 

As we have said, this has been shown already; for the whole 
demonstration depends, as the .author admits, on the proposi­
tion that God is the unique cause of the preservation of being 
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in things, and this has been shown to be false, both according 
to St. Thomas's teaching and demonstratively. But for the 
sake of completeness we shall adduce the supposed demonstra­
tion, refuting it, as we said, by manifesting further its 
impossibility. 

lY/r. Adler-Fourth Argument, second part, III, pp. 
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ject and predicate to be in the logical order; as it is self-evident 
that the differentia is predicable of the species which it dif­
ferentiates. But when A and Bare in the real order, as in the 
present case, the proposition cannot be self-evident formally, 
inasmuch as it would have to be shown, and understood, that 
the real being fell under the logical formality required by the 
logical nature of the proposition; and this would require a 
middle term; as risible implies rational because risible is a 
property of rational, and the property necessarily implies the 
subject of which it is the property; and likewise for the differ­
entia or any predicable necessarily predicated of a subject. 

If the major in Mr. Adler's supposed demonstration, then, is 
true and materially self-evident, as he must think possible (for 
otherwise it would be meaningless to suggest it as a demonstra­
tion) , it is not in virtue of the logical relation, but because 
of the real material identity of the terms, i. e., that the very 
notion of contingent existence contains the idea of dependence 
in being on an existent which is absolutely necessary. But 
this is patently false in respect to the human idea of contingency 
as such; otherwise God would enter into the definition of every 
created thing, which is not only contrary to the authority of 
St. Thomas, and known to be false from experience, but is 
contrary to reason. For this would imply that that which is 
furthest removed from the sensible order is known first by 
abstraction from sense; or again, that that which is most intel­
ligible in itself is most intelligible to us. But in fact, just as the 
existence of God is self-evident in that Knowledge of God which 
is God's and is God, but not in our knowledge of what we mean 
by the term, God (before we know that He exists), so, in God's 
knowledge of contingent things, contingent things depend for 
their being on the necessary Being which is God; but this cannot 
be known in our knowledge of contingent being as such. 

The major of Mr. Adler's intended demonstration, therefore, 
cannot be self-evident; for self-evidence is understood according 
to the objective relation between the terms of a proposition as 
they are known according to their proper formality, and the 
immediate relation between "contingent" and "dependence on a 
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necessary being "is not verified for these terms as they are adequ­
ately and formally known to us. Nevertheless, in fact there is a 
necessary connection between these terms, inasmuch as God 
necessarily exists and everything else necessarily depends on 
Him for its existence. But this necessity is in fact, and is known 
as a conclusion,'not as a principle of demonstration, i.e., when 
God is known to exist, it is known that everything else depends 
on Him for existence. 

3. Again, against the major, if contingent being implied a 
necessary being who is God, far from having to demonstrate the 
existence of God, that would be self-evident; but it would be 
necessary to demonstrate the existence of everything else, i. e., 
contingent beings. 

Mr. Adler-Fourth Argument, third part, III, #3, pp. 212-216. 

In the third and last part of the fourth argument Mr. Adler 
raises doubts concerning the demonstration he has proposed 
and which he considers the only possible one. This section is 
divided into two parts, in the first of which he raises doubts 
concerning the major premise of the demonstration; in the sec­
ond, assuming that the major is either self-evident or demon­
strable, he questions whether the necessary being demonstrated 
to exist is God. He attacks the self-evidence of his major in two 
ways: first by showing the difficulties attending the manifesta­
tion of the immediate relation between the terms; second by 
showing the difficulties which arise when one attempts to prove 
its self -evidence by proving that it can only be argued through 
reductio ad absurdum, taking this as a property of a self-evident 
proposition. In the second part he raises doubts concerning 
the nature of the being whose existence is hypothetically 
assumed to be demonstrated, namely, that if it is God, it must 
be known to be one only, and to have no composition of potency 
and act, no composition of matter and form, no composition 
of subject and accident. 

Refutation-

Inasmuch as Mr. Adler's proposed demonstration has been 
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shown to be impossible, it will not be necessary to defend it 
against the doubts which its author raises against it. However, 
for the purpose of clarifying the question generally, it may 
prove useful to manifest a few of the more important errors in 
this section. To facilitate following this part of the argument, 
we shall order the doubts Mr. Adler raises concerning his 
demonstration in outline form: 

I. Is the major of the demonstration self-evident? 
a. Do the terms manifest their immediate relation? 
b. Does the method of proving the self-evidence by prov­

ing that it can only be argued through reductio ad 
absurdum, defend its self-evidence? 

II. Assuming the major to be self-evident or demonstrable, 
does the demonstration demonstrate the existence of God, or 
only the existence of a necessary being, whose essence is its 
existence? 

We may now answer the difficulties raised by Mr. Adler in 
order. 

I. a) Mr. Adler sees that, for his major to be self-evident, 
the term, contingent, would have to mean: needing a cause for 
its existence, and unable to cause the existence of another. 
Likewise, the term, necessary being, would have to mean: having 
no cause for its existence, and causing the existence of con­
tingent being (III, #3, b, pp. 212, 213) . He is entirely right 
in raising this difficulty, for reasons which have been adduced 
in the refutation of the previous part of this argument; for the 
proposition is not self-evident. But he fails to conclude, prop­
erly, that this proposition cannot be self-evident, since the 
formal meaning of these terms cannot include these notes. 

I. b) Here Mr. Adler attempts to demonstrate the self­
evidence of his major in order to raise difficulties with that 
proof. But it seems apparent that the self-evidence of a prop­
osition cannot be demonstrated, and Mr. Adler in no way 
explains how this can be done. He seems to employ the major: 
A proposition which can be proved only through reductio, is 
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self-evident. That is true enough as a judgment; but how is one 
to know that it cannot be proved directly, except by an infinite 
number of attempted direct proofs, all of which are shown to 
be invalid? But this is manifestly impossible. Mr. Adler's 
method of establishing this step is clearly fallacious. It is need­
less to repeat the arguments by which he attempts to establish 
that it cannot be proved directly. If the occasion should arise, 
any number of objections could be raised to his procedure here; 
but the matter is not important enough to warr,ant close anal­
ysis. Let it suffice to state that, when he attempts to prove 
the major by reductio, he does not prove it at all. What he 
does prove is the principle presupposed by his demonstration, 
which he attempted to establish in the second part of the fourth 
argument. For the major. of the demonstration reads: The 
existence of a contingent being implies the existence of a neces­
sary being. Therefore the 
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indeed, if the demonstrations of God's existence are rejected 
as he rejects them. But when they are understood and pre­
supposed, the requisite demonstration of the other negative 
attributes can be derived from them as principles. Thus St. 
Thomas demonstrates that there is no composition of potency 
and act in the Being demonstrated to exist, i. e., in the Being 
which he, and, as he says, all men, understand to be God/8 that 
there is no composition of matter and form/ 9 that there is no 
composition of subject and accident.20 

* * * * * 
In conclusion we may say, then, that, far from attacking the 

demonstrations of St. Thomas, Mr. Adler has only shown his 
inability to understand them thus far. His difficulties are in 
fact his own and not those of the Angelic Doctor. For the 
"possibilities " he has considered, both in the order of becoming 
and in the order of being, 
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For that order is :realized an assimilation of the creature to 
God. Therefore it is precisely as cause, taken indifferently, or 
efficient cause, taken in this way, that God is not unique. His 
uniqueness is as a first and most universal cause. But He is 
unique, and utterly diverse from the creature in His Incom­
municable Nature which is known only to Himself, to the 
blessed, and in the darkness of Faith to those who believe what 
He has revealed of Himself as He is, the Blessed Trinity of 
Three Persons in One Divine Nature. 

In the last part of his essay M:r. Adler asks, as one of "those 
gentiles in the modern world who desire natura] wisdom," for 
instruction," if my discourse rests upon any erroneous dismissa] 
of traditionally accepted arguments." I have tried sincerely, 
and not without a measure of painstaking effort, to understand 
his difficulties and to clarify the essential points of the doctrine 
in :relation to them, having in view not only the defense of tradi­
tional teaching but also the obligation to manifest these pre­
ambles to the Faith for those who might be denied that most 
precious of an gifts through a misunderstanding of truths 
accessible to the natural light of reason. Neither do I ignore the 
great service Adler has done the Church by rousing her 
servants, the theologians, to a greater awareness of their short­
comings in relation to the perennial truths which it is their 
vocation to defend, and to look for means they had hitherto 
neglected to bring the power of Christ's doctrine to bear on 
the difficulties of ou:r times. 

For these :reasons, it does not seem unfitting to suggest that 
it is not enough to "desire natural wisdom" after Christ. For 
history has shown abundantly that " He that hath, to him shaH 
be given, and he shaH abound: but he that hath not, from him 
shall be taken away that also which he hath." It would be 
misleading therefore, in the name of Christ, to impart instruc­
tion in natural wisdom, except as it leads to the Faith. But, 
for that, the principal means is not study. For we a:re exhorted 
to " seek first the kingdom of heaven, and everything else shall 
be given to you." The firm conviction in the existence of God, 
which M:r. Adler protests at the beginning of his essay, is surely. 
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sufficient foundation to pray to that God for the light to know 
His true Faith. By that Faith we know that such a prayer 
must be answered, albeit in God's own good time. And, by the 
teaching of Christ and His saints, we know that a certain 
interior quiet is necessary to hear the answer, such quiet as is 
not secured by the intense pursuit of natural wisdom. There­
fore, by any instruction requring undue activity of reason, we 
should only lead one seeking the truth more and more astray, 
confirming him in the erroneous conviction that the path of 
reason alone is pleasing to God. In this we do him a grave 
injustice, and more harm to ourselves. 

This counsel, indeed, is not irrelevant to the plea for instruc­
tion in natural wisdom. For the Faith proves itself by its 
works: the quest of truth is a human act, and subject, there­
fore, to the movement of the passions, the more so because 
the good at stake is a greater good. Without that detachment 
and tranquility in relation to created truth, therefore, which 
the Faith alone assures when it is properly cultivated, it is most 
unlikely that men will be able to free themselves of that sub­
jectivity which foredooms philosophical inquiry to failure; par­
ticularly inasmuch as the truths of philosophy bear most 
directly on the human appetite. 

If, then, a man would have natural wisdom, he must bear 
with the generosity of God, who will only give more than 
natural wisdom, and with His Justice, for, if He is rejected, He 
will not give even what is natural. 

In conclusion, by way of pointing out a confusion which, I 
think, is a source of much of Mr. Adler's difficulty, I would 
suggest that he consider the following passages from St. 
Thomas's commentary on the De Trinitate of Boethius: 

"Nevertheless it should be known that, since that material 
something whence the genus is taken, contains in itself both 
form and matter, the logician considers the genus only on the 
part of that which is formal in it, whence his definitions are 
called· formal, but the natural philosopher considers the genus 
on the part of both (the form and the matter). And therefore 
it sometimes happens that some things communicate in a genus 
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according to the logician, which do not communicate according 
to the natural philosopher. For it sometimes happens, with 
respect to the similitude of first act, that that which a thing 
attains when it is in such mattoc, another thing attains without 
matter, still another attains it when it is in matter altogether 
diverse. E. g., it is evident that stone in matter which is (matter) 
according to the potency to existence, tends (pertingit) to this, 
that it should subsist, to which same thing the sun tends accord­
ing to the matter which is potency to place, but not to existence, 
and (likewise) the angel lacking all matter. Whence the 
logician, finding in all these that from which the genus was 
taken, posits all these to be in one genus of substance. But the 
natural philosopher and the metaphysician, who consider the 
principles of things, finding that they do not all convene in 
matter, say that they differ in genus, according to that which is 
said in the tenth book of the Metaphysics, that the corruptible 
and the incorruptible differ in genus, and that those things 
convene in genus of which the matter is one and which are 
generated one from the other." 21 

"And although, logically considered, they (immaterial sub­
stances) convene with these sensible things in the remote genus 
which is substance, nevertheless, naturally speaking, they do 
not convene in the same genus, just as neither do the heavenly 
bodies with the inferior (bodies). For the corporeal and the 
incorporeal are not of the same genus, as is said in the tenth 
book of the Metaphysics. For the logician considers intentions 
absolutely, according to which nothing prevents material things 
convening to immaterial things, and incorruptible to corrupt­
ible. But the natural philosopher and the first philosopher con­
sider essences according as they have being in things, and 
therefore where they find a diverse mode of potency and act, 
and through this a diverse mode of being, they say that the 
things are diverse in genus." 22 

HERBERT THOMAS ScHwARTZ, T. O.P. 
Washington, D. 0. 

21 In Boeth .. De Trinitate, q. 4, a. 2, corpus. 
22 lbid., q. 6, a. 8, corpus. 



THE THEORY OF DEMOCRACY 

PART IV 

THE PRINCIPLES OF JusTICE: CoNSTITUTIONALITY 

(Continued) 

I T HAS been our aim, in this Part of our work, to prove 
that Constitutional government is absolutely superior in 
justice to the Royal regime. Before undertaking that 

demonstration, we deemed it necessary to consider two special 
problems-the problem of the mediaeval regimen regale et 
politicum and the problem of the mixed regime-two problems 
which, by the way, have frequently been confused by writers in 
the Thomistic tradition. In Section 4, we dealt with the first of 
these problems. Now, in Section 5, we shall examine the theory 
of the mixed regime in all its ramifications. That done,. we can 
attain our objective in Section 6-the absolute consideration of 
regimes as less and more just. 

5. The essential distinction between the Royal and the 
Political regime has been, so far, the controlling principle of our 
analysis of the forms of government. It has determined our 
interpretation of the anomalous regimen regale et politicum as 
an intermediate, rather than a mixed, regime-a defective 
embodiment of the principle of constitutionality. And now we 
must apply it to the " traditional " account of the pure and 
mixed regimes, which, as we shall show, is thoroughly un-Aris­
totelian because it fails to examine these subordinate distinc­
tions in the light of the primary and controlling distinction 
between Royal and Political.462 We have previously said that 
all of these subordinate distinctions divide only accidental 
modes of the two essential forms of government.463 This implies 

••• Vd. Part IV, Section 2, supra, in THE THOMIST, IV, 3, pp. 461-3. 
463 Vd. ibid., and cf. esp. fn. 349 supra. A correct statement of these matters is 

made, however, in Part I. Vd. THE THOMIST, III, 3, p. 425. 

4 49 



50 M. J. ADLER AND WALTER FARRELL 

that there is no question of greater or less justice with regard 
to the subordinate modes of government, but only a question of 
greater or less expediency. But a careful study of Aristotle's 
theory of the mixed regime-and, for all practical purposes, 
there is only one-will show that this mixed regime is more just 
than the two pure regimes it unites. Our previous statement of 
the relation of the subordinate modes of government to the two 
basic forms has been too simple. To remedy its inadequacy we 
must now correct our own account of the traditionally named 
six types of government, as well as show the grave error in the 
traditional account of the mixed regime as resulting from a 
union of three of these six types. 

It will be helpful to begin with a brief statement of the 
so-called " traditional theory." This theory results from a read­
ing of Chapters 7 and 8 in Book III of Aristotle's Politics, 
completely divorced from the basic distinction between Royal 
and Political developed in Book I, and totally unrelated to 
the elaborate discussion of democracy and· oligarchy which 
occupies the largest part of Books IV, V, and VI. If these other 
sections of the Politics contain fundamental truths relevant to 
the problem of the forms of government, then, we maintain, a 
solution of that problem in terms of the two chapters men­
tioned, read in isolation, must be regarded as an absurd travesty 
on the Aristotelian analysis. Yet it is such a travesty which 
has prevailed through the centuries, not only among Thomists 
and other disciples of Aristotle, but even among political 
theorists who have much less regard for his authority. 

The classification of the forms of government which Aristotle 
presents in Book III, Chapter 7, is not his own. He is there 
reporting, though not without some modifications, the analysis 
which Plato gives in The StateS'Tnan. In that dialogue, Plato 
distinguished seven forms of government. Of these seven, the 
one that Plato regarded as the ideal or perfect form he also 
admitted had no reality whatsoever in the actual world. It is 
the form of government which he describes in a myth about the 
life of man in the age of Kronos, when the god himself was 
shepherd of the human flock and performed the duties of an 
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earthly king in the government of men. The myth enables 
Plato to define " perfect government " as that in which the 
ruler possesses an art or science adequate for the administration 
of absolute justice in every particular case. In contrast, " im­
perfect government" is that in which it is necessary to have 
laws for the guidance of rulers, precisely because they lack the 
political art that only a god could have. Since men are not gods, 
and since there are no godlike men, all the real forms of govern­
ment that can exist in the human community are imperfect­
not imperfect as human, but imperfect because human. As 
human, these imperfect forms of government can be either good 
or bad, just or unjust. The criterion of this distinction is 
whether a human government, which requires laws because it is 
human, proceeds with or without laws. Since only a god could 
govern justly without laws, a human government which pro­
ceeds without laws will be unjust or injurious to the common 
good; whereas a human government which involves· laws can 
be just or beneficial to the common good. There are three forms 
of just human government and three forms of unjust human 
government, according as governmental power is exercised 
by the one, the few, or the many. These six imperfect forms of 
government are monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy (the 
three just forms), and tyrariny, oligarchy, and democracy (the 
three unjust forms). Plato points out that these names are 
somewhat confusing, because it really makes no difference 
whether the rulers are rich or poor, and therefore just as the 
word " democracy " can be used to name a just and an unjust 
rule by the many, so the words" oligarchy" and" aristocracy" 
could be used indifferently to name a just and an unjust rule 
by the few. The only criterion here is number. There is, accord­
ing to Plato, no difference in kind between the king and the 
statesman. The difference is simply that when one man rules 
we call him a " king," but when the few or the many rule, we 
call each man who rules a " statesman." The three good forms 
differ only in efficiency, not in type of justice: government 'by 
one is, according to Plato, more efficient than government by 
the few, and government by the few is more efficient than by 
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the many. Similarly, government by the many is less efficiently 
injurious to the common good than government by the few, and 
that in turn is less efficiently inju.rious than unjust government 
by one man. Hence Plato concludes that democracy is the least 
desirable form of government when it is just compared with the 
other two just forms, and the most desirable form of govern­
ment when it is unjust compared with the other two unjust 
forms.484 

•a• We have briefly summarized here only those sections of The Statesman that 
are relevant to the problem of the forms of government. The reader will find the 
myth of divine rule in the age of Kronos at !il71C-!il71iC; he will find the distinction 
between the mythical ideal of perfect government and the real forms of human or 
imperfect government at !il92D-297B; that in addition to the six imperfect forms 
there is a seventh and perfect form will be found at 803; that no man can be a 
perfect ruler in the sense defined is explicitly stated at SOlE; that the only distinc­
tion among the just or among the unjust forms of imperfect government is numeri­
cal, resulting in different degrees of efficiency but not in different modes of justice, 
and that the distinction between the just and unjust forms of imperfect government 
is determined by only one criterion (viz., benefit or injury to the common good), 
will be found at 298-303. On this last point, d. 291D-296. 

Since Plato does not distinguish between absolute and limited forms of actual 
human government-reserving " absolute " to signify only the mythically perfect 
or ideal form-it is difficult to say whether all his good forms of human government 
can be called " constitutional " in the sense in which Aristotle uses this word to 
signify limited as· opposed to absolute human government. It is usually supposed, 
however, that Plato's understanding of imperfect human government as government 
in which laws are necessary for the guidance and regulation of the :rulers themselves 
implies the basic principle of constitutional government. Whether or not this is 
true, it is certainly true that for Plato the forms of human government are either 
all constitutional or all non-constitutional; whereas, in the sharpest contrast, for 
Aristotle some forms of human government are absolute (i. e., Royal) and some are 
limited (i. e., Political or Constitutional) . 

The bi-columnar classification of the six human forms of government, three just 
and three perverted, as given in The Statesman does not differ radically from the 
linear classification of the six forms of government in The Republic, unless it be 
supposed that what Plato there means by " monarchy " is the perfect, the mythical 
ideal of divine, government. Supposing, on the contrary, that all of the six forms 
of government mentioned in The Republic are capable of actual human institution, 
we see that the continuous linear disposition of these six forms from best to worst 
is merely another way of picturing what can also be set forth as an apparently 
discontinuous arrangement of the six into one column of three good forms and 
another column of three bad forms. The reason for this is that, when efficiency in 
serving or disserving the common good is the only criterion, we can order for1ps of 
government from best to worst according as they serve the common good more or 
less efficiently or disserve the common good less or more efficiently-a certain deg1:ee 
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Can there be any doubt that it is a modified version of the 
Platonic hi-columnar sixfold classification that Aristotle is pre­
senting in Book III, Chapter 7? We say "modified" because 
the omission of the seventh, or perfect, form of government 
violates the basic point in the Platonic analysis. Strictly speak­
ing, the picture presented in Chapter 7, while it resembles the 
Platonic picture more than the Aristotelian, is neither Platonic 
nor Aristotelian, but a bad confusion of both. It is this con­
fusion that has become traditional. 

Can there be any question that Aristotle has and gives many 
reasons for rejecting this confused analysis in so far as he 
regards its Platonic principles as inadequate and false? In the 
very opening chapter of the Politics, he takes issue with Plato 
for saying that there is no distinction in kind between the king 
and the statesman.465 He holds, on the contrary, that the most 
fundamental distinction in kind is that between Royal and 
Political government; and, as we have seen, by Royal govern­
ment he does not mean constitutional monarchy, but absolute 

of inefficient disservice of the common good being equal to a certain degree of 
inefficient service of the common good. Thus, for example, democracy in the column 
of good forms is the most inefficient government with respect to service of the 
common good, and democracy in the column of bad forms is the least .efficient 
government with respect to disservice of the common good. Hence " good democ­
racy " is nearest to " bad democracy " whereas " good monarchy " is furthest 
removed from " bad monarchy " (i. e., " tyranny ") . These words " nearest " and 
" furthest removed" require a linear disposition of the six forms, for in no other 
way can the perversion of one form of government be said to be less or further 
removed than another perversion from the good form of which it is the perversion. 
The hi-columnar picture cannot show this, except by arranging the two columns in 
the shape of a V; the linear disposition merely carries the point to its logical conclu­
sion, the arms of the V moving outward until they form a straight line. Neverthe­
less, the hi-columnar and the linear disposition of the forms of government are 
strictly equivalent ways of expressing the same analysis, because this analysis does 
not distinguish between good forms of government as less and more just, but only 
as less and more efficient. It fails to take into consideration the relativity of justice 
to inferior and superior conditions. Hence the Aristotelian analysis, which is founded 
upon this consideration, can never be presented as either a hi-columnar or a linear 
disposition of the forms of government. When Aristotle speaks of one perverted 
government as being further removed than another from a good form, it must be the 
same good form which both perversions corrupt, the one more completely than 
the other. 

••• V d. Politics, I, 1, 
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rule-rule by a man or by men who are not themselves regu­
lated by law. Whereas in Plato's view, such absolute govern­
ment must either be divine and perfect, or human, imperfect, 
and also unjust or tyrannical, Aristotle holds that human abso­
lute government can be either just or unjust, though as just 
(relative to inferior circumstances) it is inferior to limited or 
constitutional government (which is more just because just 
relative to superior circumstances). Whereas Plato has only 
one criterion for determining the justice or injustice of human 
governments (namely, benefit or injury to the existential com­
mon good) , Aristotle has two distinct criteria:· whether the 
mode of justice is relative to inferior or superior political cir­
cumstances, and whether, in relation to such circumstances, the 
government is for or against the existent common good. Hence, 
as we shall see, it is absolutely impossible for the Aristotelian 
classification of the forms of human government to be set forth 
in a hi-columnar sixfold classification. That is why Aristotle 
explicitly rejects the Platonic notion that the word " democ­
racy " can be used to name the least good of the three good 
forms of government as well as the best of the three bad 
forms.465• That is why Aristotle uses the word " polity" rather 

'"6 " " A writer who has preceded me," says Aristotle, " has already made these 
distinctions, but his point of view is not the same as mine. For he lays down the 
principle that when all the constitutions are good, democracy is the worst, but the 
best when all are bad; whereas we maintain that they (i. e., such forms as democracy 
or oligarchy) are in any case defective, and that one is not to be accounted good 
and the other bad, but only as less bad than one another " (Politics, IV, 
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than " democracy " for the third form in the good column when, 
in Chapter 7 of Book III, he modifies the Platonic classification 
in the very act of reporting it. Furthermore, he does not agree 
with Plato that such criteria as poverty and wealth are irrele­
vant. This is indicated in the opening sentence of Chapter 8, 
which says: " But there are some difficulties about these types 
of government and it will be necessary therefore to state a 
little more at length the nature of each of them." Aristotle then 
proceeds in Chapter 8 to correct the erroneous supposition that 
the number of rulers is the only, or even an important, criterion 
in the classification of the forms of government.466 

Even as corrected by a consideration of. qualitative as well as 
numerical factors, the hi-columnar sixfold classification violates 
the fundamental principles of Aristotelian theory. Aristotle 
does not mention in Chapter 8 all the objections he has to the 
Platonic classification, probably because he assumed that any 
reader who patiently followed his analysis from beginning to 
end could find them out for himself. Unfortunately, the history 
of political theory has shown his assumption to have been 
naively optimistic. The commentators have taken Chapters 7 
and 8 of Book III as if they represented Aristotle's own views. 
They have ignored all the difficulties which he does not ex­
plicitly mention there.466" 

••• " The real difference between democracy and oligarchy is poverty and wealth. 
Wherever men rule by reason of their wealth, whether they be few. or many, that 
is an oligarchy, and where the poor rule, that is a democracy" (Politics, III, 8, 
1279b40-S0•8) . That the poor are usually the many, the rich the few, is an accident. 
Furthermore, Aristotle goes on to say that there is one characteristic common to 
the poor and the rich, namely, that both are freemen, i. e., not natural slaves in 
domestic or civil servitude. This becomes an important point in the subsequent 
analysis. Regarding wealth as a positive trait, Bfd poverty merely as its privation, 
we see that the two positive traits determinative of the distinction between oligarchy 
and democracy are wealth and freedom; in the one case, political" power is in the 
hands of those who are both free and rich; in the latter, it is in the hands of the 
free, regardless of whether they are rich or poor. Vd. Politics, V, 1. 

•••• It is a great misfortune that Aristotle continued to use Plato's language, while 
at the· same time disagreeing with the analysis which that language was used to 
express. To some extent, therefore, Aristotle is himself responsible for the traditional 
misinterpretation of the Politics which has everywhere prevailed. It is an even 
greater misfortune that Aristotle was so deeply influenced by Tke Statesman-not 
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Postponing for a moment the enumeration of 



THE THEORY OF �D�~�O�C�R�A�C�Y� 57 

the many who are free but poor if they rule for their own 
interests. Furthermore, if the many who are free rule for the 
common good, they must be virtuous to that extent. So far as 
virtue is concerned, the only distinction which can be ma¢le 
between polity, on the one hand, and monarchy and aristocracy, 
on the other, is that in the latter, the one or the few have 
superior virtue, or have virtue lacked . by the· many who are 
ruled; whereas in polity, the many who are both rulers and ruled 
are equal in virtue. With respect to vice, as evidenced by disre­
gard for the common good, there seems to be no similar distinc­
tion among tyranny, oligarchy, and democracy. Finally, it 
should be pointed out that, in every one of the six cases, the 
ruled are by nature freemen, for if that were not so, the three 
good regimes would not be just, nor would tyranny be unjust, 
since it is right to master natural slaves for the good of the ruler. 

Let us now summarize in a table the false and inadequate 
analysis of the types of government which arises from these 
considerations, poorly understood because their implications 
are not developed in the light of Aristotle's basic insights. 

"TRADITIONAL" BI-COLUMNAR SIXFOLD CLASSIFICATION 

JusT REGIMES UNJUST REGIMES 
(for the common good) (against the common good) 

Number Qualities Number Qualities 

1. One Superior Virtue 4. One Vice, (Wealth or Might) 
Name: Monarchy------ �-�-�~�N�a�m�e�:� Tyranny 

�~�.� Few Superior Virtue 5. Few Vice, Wealth 

Name: Aristocracy ----- �-�-�~�N�a�m�e�:� Oligarchy 

3. Many Equal Virtue 6. Many Vice, Poverty 

Name: Polity -------- �-�-�~�N�a�m�e�:� Democracy 

NoTE: The direction of the arrow indicates the motion toward perversion. 
Monarchy degenerates into tyranny, aristocracy into oligarchy, and polity into 
democracy. Hence, according to this picture, each regime has one, and only one, 
perversion, which is its direct opposite in the column of unjust regimes. If it be 
asked whether there is any other quality involved in the corruption of monarchy 
into tyranny, two probable answers have been parenthetically indicated: (1) wealth 
here, as in the case of the corruption of aristocracy into oligarchy; and (2) force or 
might, whether or not based on the advantages of wealth. 
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This is the picture which has been handed down through the 
centuries, reflected (with some distortion) in the great books 
of political theory, and repeated ad nauseam in the textbooks 
and secondhand commentaries. It is not always presented with 
all the terms explicitly indicated, as, for example, in Cicero's 
version, which primarily emphasizes the numerical distinction 
of the regimes as by the one, the few, or the many.467 The 
purely numerical aspect of the classification dominates the 
leading modern versions-as given by Hobbes, or Locke, or 
Rousseau.468 In contrast, the Thomistic rendering explicitly 

467 Vd. De Republica, I, 26: "When the supreme authority is in the hands of 
one man, we call him a king, and the form of this state a kingship. When selected 
citizens hold this power, we say that the state is ruled by an aristocracy. But a 
popular government exists when all the power is in the hands of the people." 

••• With respect to the several forms of government, to which he attaches the 
traditional names, the main contention of Hobbes is that they are aU equally 
absolute in their sovereignty. For Hobbes, legitimate government was impossible 
unless it was absolute, depriving the ruled of any juridical power whatsoever. Hence, 
though he distinguishes between monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy, the fact 
that, in his view, they are all equally absolute enables him to argue, in a back­
handed way, in defense of absolute monarchy, which is not surprising to anyone 
acquainted with the deviousness of Hobbes's reasoning as an apologist for Stuart 
despotism. " The difference of commonwealths," he writes, " consisteth in the 
difference of the Sovereign ... And because the Sovereignty is either in one Man, 
or in an Assembly of more than one; and into that Assembly either Every man 
hath right to enter, or not every one, but Certain men distinguished from the rest; 
it is manifest there can be but three kinds of Commonwealth." And he names these 
accordingly as Monarchy, Democracy, and Aristocracy. "Other kinds of common­
wealth there can be none, for either One, or More, or All, must have the Sovereign 
power (which I have shewn to be indivisible) entire." And it, is significant that he 
goes on to say: " There be other names of Government, in the Histories and books 
of Policy. But they are not the names of other Forms of Government, but of the 
same forms misliked. For they that are discontented under J.'l!lonarchy call it 
Tyranny; and they that are displeased with Aristocracy call it Oligarchy; so also, 
they which find themselves grieved under a Democracy call it Anarchy" (Leviathan, 
Part II, Ch. 19). Not only does Hobbes deny any distinction in justice between 
what are traditionally distinguished as the just forms and their perversions, but he 
regards the three forms (which can be named either eulogistically or dyslogistically) 
as differing only in expediency: " The difference between these three kinds of 
commonwealth consisteth not in the difference of Power; but in the difference of 
convenience, or aptitude to produce the Peace and Security of the people " (ibid.) . 
Then he argues that monal'chy is the most expedient of the three. 

Vd. Locke, Second Essay of Civil Government, Chapter X; and Rousseau, The 
Social Contract, Book HI, Chapters 8-6. For all these writers-Hobbes along with 
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mentions the qualitative aspects, and so preserves enough of the 
Aristotelian elements to betray the essential falsity of the 
picture.469 

Before we give all the reasons why the picture is false, we 
must now report the theory of the mixed regime which is 
developed out of this erroneous analysis. This theory cannot be 
found in Aristotle's Politics. One version of it is given by 
Cicero, another by the moderns, and a third by St. Thomas and 
later Thomists. All of these versions agree that the six types 
of government enumerated in the " traditional picture " are 
pure regimes, involving one aspect to the exclusion of the others, 
whether this be a numerical or a qualitative aspect. But though 
one aspect may be selected to the exclusion of others, the several 
elements by which the pure regimes are distinguished are not 
mutally exclusive, and hence they can be mixed or fused or 
blended into a single, more complex regime. This complex unity 
will not be a type intermediate between two pure forms, which, 
as our analysis of the regimen regale et politicum has shown, 
can combine pure forms only when each is imperfectly embodied 
in the resulting institutions (i. e., the king is absolute but also 
limited;, there is a constitution but it is defective for want of 
political sanctions), because their perfect embodiments are in­
compatible. The mixed regime, in contrast, conjoins thoroughly 

Locke and Rousseau-the problem of the forms of government appears to be of 
minor importance in their political theory. They devote one chapter, or at most a 
few brief chapters, to the problem, treating the matter almost out of condescension 
to traditional opinion; whereas Aristotle devotes the four �m�a�j�~�r� books of the Politics 
to the distinction and classification of governmental forms. This does not mean 
that the modems are not really concerned with the problem of good and bad govern­
ment. They deal with it in terms of what makes government legitimate, and in this 
connection they do treat of the fundamental distinction between absolute and 
limited government. But such treatment runs throughout their works. ·It inter­
penetrates all the rest of their discussion; so that when they come, in a single chapter 
or two, to treat explicitly of the " traditional forms," they tend to dismiss the 
problem briefly as of trivial import. Thus, for example, Rousseau's distinction of 
monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy turns largely on the singularity or plurality, 
and degree of plurality, of the executive. Cf. fn. 476 and 477 infra. 

&oo Vd. De Reg. Prine., I, 1. Cf. Summa Tkeologica, I-ll, 95, 4. 
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compatible elements and hence can unite them without defect 
on the part of any.470 

The Ciceronian version, following Polybius, conceives the 
mixed regime as a mixture of· monarchy, aristocracy, and 
democracy, each in turn being represented by the Consuls, the 
Senate, and the People of the constitution of the Roman 
republic.471 Cicero insists that the excellence of the Roman 
constitution lies in the fact that it is a mixed regime, combining 
government by the one, the few, and the many. The combina­
tion of the numerical aspects of the pure regimes is accompanied 
also by a blend of the qualitative aspects, for the few are rich 
and of noble birth (the patricians), whereas the many are 
usually both of common birth and poor (the plebeians). What 
is most important to observe, however, is that Cicero has two 
distinct criteria by which he judges the superiority of the mixed 
regime over the pure types: (1) it is a more stable government 

.. o Demongeot likes to apply the description of a natural mixture, as that is 
given by John of St. Thomas, to the problem of the mixed regime. Vd. Le meilleur 
regime politique selon Saint Thomas, Paris, 1928: pp. 134-85, and 158. In a mixture, 
John of St. Thomas writes, "the qualities ought not to persist in all their vigor 
and crudity ... but to be tempered to one another" (Cursus Philosophicus, 
Philosophia Naturalis, II, 6). By this standard only the regimen regale et politicum 
is a mixed regime, and what Aristotle conceives as a fusion of democracy and 
oligarchy cannot be called a " mixture " because it retains the imperfect justice of 
each without alteration. In any case, it is clear that the Aristotelian polity ·(i.e., 
the mixed constitution) and the mediaeval regimen regale et politicum are not 
"mixed regimes " in the same univocal sense. We think that the mode of combina­
tion is so different in the two cases that we have called the latter an " intermediate 
regime " to distinguish it from what seems to us more properly to deserve the name 
" mixed regime." And we have explained why the regimen regale et politicum 
cannot be regarded as a (usion or blending: vd. Part IV, Section 4, supra, loc. cit., 
pp. 756-70. 

•n Vd. Mcllwain's comment on Polybius in his Growth of Political Thought in 
the West, pp. 100-101: "It is rather gratuitous to charge him as Rehm does with 
a misunderstanding of Aristotle, since it seems certain that he was unacquainted 
with the Politics." As Mcllwain points out, Polybius's theory of the mixed regime 
rests on the notion of a combination of three distinct o·rgans of government, ·which 
is radically different from the Aristotelian conception of the mixed regime as a 
combination of different political classes in the government. This will become plainer 
subsequently. Vd. fn. 494 infra. But it should be observed at once that the mixed 
regime for Polybius is essentially a constitutional or republican form of government. 
It involves no royal· elements whatsoever. The consuls are constitutional office­
holders, limited in juridical power as well as in function. 
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and this means that the mixed regime is a more efficient means 
for procuring and maintaining the common good; 472 (fl) it is 
also more just than the pure forms1 because under pure mon­
archy "the subjects have too small a share in the administra­
tion of justice and in deliberation"; under pure aristocracy, 
"the masses can hardly have their share of liberty, since they 
are entirely excluded from deliberation and from power"; and 
under pure democracy, even though the people exercise power 
with justice and moderation, " the resulting equality is unjust, 
for it allows no distinctions in rank." 473 What is extraordinary 
about this is not that the two criteria are inconsistent (for more 
just government may also be more efficient), but rather that 
the three pure regimes are not regarded by Cicero as differing in 
justice (i.e., one more just than another absolutely). It is only 
with respect to the mixed regime that Cicero plainly holds that 
one type of government is absolutely more just, as well as more 
expedient, than others (all the pure regimes). 

To understand Cicero's account of these matters, we must 
remember that he, like Polybius, did not try to understand 
Aristotle, but only to adapt a nomenclature, which had become 
traditional, to the institutions of the Roman republic.474 Simi-

.. "Vd. De·Re Publica, I, 45: "The primary forms already mentioned degenerate 
easily into the corresponding perverted forms ... This does not usually happen 
in the case of the mixed or evenly balanced constitution." Cf. ibid., II, 30-83. 

""Vd. ibid., I, 87. 
�~� .. The Ciceronian adaption involved the following points: (1) the mixed regime 

is purely constitutional government, in which (2) the several elements being mixed 
(whether numerical or qualitative) are associated with distinct OTgans of govern­
ment, such as the consulship, the senate, the tribunate, etc., and (S) the mixture 
results in a constitution which is, absolutely speaking, more just than other con­
stitutions, as well as in a disposition of governmental organs which is more efficient. 
The second of these three points is entirely a Roman innovation, which has no 
clear parallel in Aristotle. But on the first, Cicero and Aristotle are in complete 
agreement, as we shall show; and on the third there is a large measure of agreement 
also. These agreements must, however, be qualified by Aristotle's analysis of the 
pure regimes, so sharply different from the "traditional picture " that Cicero 
uncritically accepts. 

We know that Cicero distinguished between absolute (Royal) and republican 
(Constitutional) government. Vd. De Re Publica, I, 27, 85, 87-45. But when 
Cicero, at an earlier point (ibid., I, 26) defines the three "pure" forms of govern­
ment, it is difficult to tell whether " monarchy " and " aristocracy " signify absolute 
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larly, modern political writers warp the same nomenclature to 
fit the position they take on the fundamental political issues 
of their day. Thus, though Hobbes really denies the validity 
of constitutional (i. e., limited) government and favors �a�b�s�o�~� 

lute rule exclusively, he repeats the classification of three types 
of government according to numerical crite:ria.475 On the other 

or constitutional :regimes, though it seems to be dear that "popular government" 
is republican. Carlyle, bringing the later texts to bear, supposes that absolute 
government is meant. Vd. A History of Mediaeval Political Theory in the West, 
vol. V, pp. 447-8; and Political Libm·ty, p. 10. But, then, there is a difficulty in 
understanding precisely what is involved in Cicero's mixed regime. We know that, 
in his view, it was purely Constitutional government; we know that he had the 
Roman republic in mind as his model; and we know that it could! not have been a 
regimen regale et politicum, because no such regime existed in the ancient world-at 
least not to Cicero's knowledge. (Even though in the transition from the Republic 
to the Empire, Roman government appeared to combine absolute with constitutional 
elements, it was not truly a regimen regale et politicum, but rather the concealment 
of actual despotism by empty constitutional rituals.) This difficulty can be solved 
only by supposing that the monarchical element which Cicero included in his mixed 
regime was merely the existence of two men in the chief administrative offices. But 
then there is difficulty in understanding the distinction between the mixed regime 
and the " pure " form which Cicero calls " popular government,'' since the latter is, 
like the mixed regime, also purely constitutional. And if that is so, why did not 
Cicero regard the "pure " form of populali." government as superior to monarchy 
and aristocracy, which were non-constitutional? No solution of these difficulties 
can be found within the inadequate terms of Cicero's analysis. In fact, they arise 
from its inadequacy, as we shall see when we compare it with Aristotle's theory. 

"" Vd. fn. 468 supra. The most emphatic statement of Hobbes's position is to 
be found in Part II, Ch. 21 of the Leviathan; for there he denies that any distinc­
tion can be made between despotic, paternal, and political dominion. Dominion, 
he says, is acquired by generation (i.e., paternal), by conquest and force (i.e., 
despotic), or by institution (i.e., political). But in all three the sovereignty is 
equally absolute, and there is no difference in the condition of the ruled, whether 
they be children, conquered slaves, or political subjects who have freely instituted a 
sovereignty. This certainly justifies Mcilwain in insisting that Bodin and Hobbes 
are not both absolutists in the same sense. Vd. fn. 481 supra; and also fn. 486 
wherein we reported Bodin's distinction between :royal and seigneural monarchy, 
the latter being unjust because it gave the monarch quasi-paternal :rights ·and 
despotic powers which do not belong to truly political sovereignty. When Locke 
and Rousseau attempt to differentiate absolute civil government from the paternal 
regime in the domestic community, they are not objecting to Aristotle's carefully 
developed! analogy (which stresses the differences as well as the similarities) between 
royal and paternal regimes; rather they are quite Aristotelian in their attack on 
Hobbes's identification of royal and paternal government, for they point out that 
the character and justification of an absolute regime in a civil community can 
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hand, Locke and Rousseau, holding that constitutional or 
republican government is the only legitimate form, give the 
same numerical classification and conceive the mixed regime 
merely as combining somehow the one, the few, and the many. 
In The Social Contract, Rousseau says that each of the pure 
types has such grave practical defects that it never exists in 
its purity, the only practicable form of constitutional govern­
ment being the mixed regime.476 Locke and Rousseau seem to 

never be the same as in the household. Vd. Locke, Second Essay Of Civil Govern­
ment, Chapters VI, VIII, and XV; Rousseau, The Social Contract, Book I, Ch. 2, 
and cf. Discourse on the Origin of Inequality, Part II, p. 225 (Everyman's Library 
edition). V d. also his Discourse on Political Economy (same edition), pp. 249-252, 
where, after developing the differences between domestic al\d civil government, he 
concludes: " I have considered these few lines enough to overthrow the detestable 
system which Sir Robert Filmer has endeavored to establish in his Patriarcha. . . . 
Moreover, this error is of very long standing; for Aristotle himself thought proper 
to combat it with arguments which may be found in the first book of his Politics." 

••• V d. Locke, Second Essay of Civil Government, Chapter X, where after naming 
the pure regimes as "monarchy" (elective or hereditary), "oligarchy," and 
"democracy "-according to the criterion of one, few, and many-Locke says: "And 
so accordingly of these, they make compounded and mixed forms of government, 
as they think good." Rousseau, on the other hand, after enumerating and describing 
the three so-called "pure forms," says: " Strictly speaking, there is no such thing 
as simple government. An isolated ruler must have subordinate magistrates; a 
popular government must have a head. There is, therefore, in the distribution of 
the executive power, always a gradation from the greater to the lesser number, 
with the difference that sometimes the greater is dependent on the smaller, and 
sometimes the smaller on the greater" (The Social Contract, Part ill, Ch. 7). 

In Spirit of Laws, Montesquieu, having divided just governments into monarchies 
and republics, then subdivides republics into democracies and aristocracies. Vd. 
op. cit., Book II, Ch. 2. Thus Montesquieu preserves the three traditional names; 
but, as we have already observed (vd. fn. 455 supra), "monarchy" signifies for 
Montesquieu the regimen regale et politicum, and his description of aristocracy 
makes it obviously identical with oligarchy. Hence his subdivision of republics 
(purely constitutional regimes) into democracies and oligarchies closely parallels the 
Aristotelian analysis. It is, therefore, interesting to find Montesquieu saying: " The 
more an aristocracy borders on democracy, the nearer it approaches perfection; and, 
in proportion as it draws toward monarchy, the more is it imperfect " (ibid., Ch. 3). 
Yet Montesquieu has no notion of a mixed constitution constructed by combining 
aspects of democracy and oligarchy. In fact, he nowhere discusses the mixed 
regime, though D'Aiembert, in making an analysis of Spirit of Laws, adds this 
comment to his report of Book II: "Not that there are in the universe only .these 
three kinds of government." In the greatest number of states, " the three forms are 
mixed or blended, the one with the other. Here monarchy inclines to despotism: 
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agree with Cicero that the mixed regime is always constitutional 
government, but they disagree with Cicero on the criterion by 
which to judge the superiority (or inferiority) of the mixed 
regime. They see here only a problem of governmental effi­
ciency-practicability, stability, protection against corruption 
-but no question of justice. The criterion of justice does not 
enter into their comparison of the several pure regimes with 
one another, or of the mixed regime with these. If justice--or 
legitimacy-is appealed to at all, as it is by Locke and Rous­
seau, that occurs in the argument in favor of the exclusive 
rightness of constitutional as opposed to absolute (or despotic) 
government,477 

there the monarchical government is combined with the republican; elsewhere it is 
not the whole people, it is only a part of them, which make the laws." D'Alembert 
understands Montesquieu's theory as little as some of the commentators on 
Aristotle's Politics understand his. 

" 77 Of course, as might be expected, these writers use the word " monarchy " 
ambiguously to name both an absolute, hence unjust or illegitimate, regime, and also 
one of the pure types of constitutional government which seldom, if ever, exists as 
such, but may enter as an element into the formation of a mixed regime. Unless 
this ambiguity is carefully noted, their treatments become most confusing to read. 
All that Rousseau means by the monarchical element in constitutional government 
is the presidency of one man in the executive or administrative functions of 
government, that man being nothing but an office-holder. 

For Rousseau, as for Thomas Jefferson or James Wilson, the fundamental distinc­
tion among forms of government was between what they called " monarchy " and 
"republic "-the former signifying purely Royal, or absolute, government, and the 
latter signifying purely �C�o�n�s�t�i�t�u�t�~�o�n�a�l�,� or limited, government. Thus, for example, 
Rousseau speaks of " an essential and inevitable defect, which will always rank 
monarchical below republican government" (op. cit., Part III, Ch. 6); he gives 
" the name ' Republic ' to every State that is governed by laws, no matter what 
the form of its administration may be. . . . Every legitimate government is 
Republican " (ibid., Part II, Ch. 6) . And here he adds a footnote to the effect 
that Republican government may be aristocratic, democratic, or even monarchical. 
Hence we see a treacherous ambiguity in Rousseau's use of the word" monarchy"­
on the one hand, in sharp distinction from " Republic"; on the other, as an acci­
dental mode of Republican government, when one man is at the head of the 
government. When one man is not merely the chief magistrate or first executive, 
but identifies himself with the sovereignty itself, tlien, according to Rousseau, you 
have the illegitimate sort of government (i.e., the despotism) which " monarchy " 
signifies when it is used in opposition to " republic." It is fascinating to observe 
how Hobbes employs the three traditional names (monarchy, aristocracy, and 
democracy) to refer to accidental subdivisions of absolute or Royal government 
(which is exclusively legitimate), whereas Rousseau employs the same three names 
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The Thomistic theory of the mixed regime is more like the 
Ciceronian version than any other. But it also departs there­
from for two reasons: first, because St. Thomas adapts his 
theory to the peculiar institutions of his day, as Cicero did 
before him, and as Locke or Rousseau did later; second, because 
though St. Thomas tended to be more Aristotelian in principle 
than Cicero was, his historical location prevented him from 
being as Aristotelian in his conclusions.477" 

to refer to accidental subdivisions of limited or Constitutional government (which 
is exclusively legitimate). There is this difference, however: Rousseau has a name 
(monarchy) for the illegitimate government which he compares unfavorably with 
Republic, whereas for Hobbes, what is not absolute government is not government 
at all. 

In contrast to both, and more like Montesquieu, Locke was neither a radical 
republican nor, certainly, an absolute monarchist. Though he himself never uses 
these words, a careful reading of his Second Essay reveals that he regarded the 
regimen regale et politicum as a legitimate form of government, along with the 
purely Constitutional form which Rousseau called a " Republic." Locke is far from 
being clear on these major distinctions, again largely because the word " monarchy " 
seems to be so uncontrollably ambiguous. 

On the point that even the purely Constitutional form of Republican government 
(which they exclusively favored) can be (more than that, should be) monarchical 
in the organization of its executive department, vd. Jefferson's letter to De Tracy 
in 1811 (in Democracy, ed. by S. K. Padover, New York, 1939: pp. 91-94); and 
W. F. Oberling, The Philosophy of Law of James Wilson, p. �~�4�5�:� "To be effectively 
exercised, the executive power should be in the hands of only one." Clearest of all, 
perhaps, is the statement made by the writers of the Fedralist Papers. Defining 
Republican government as purely Constitutional, in contrast to either the aristo­
cratic or monarchical modes of Royal, or absolute, government (No. 39 by Madison), 
they nevertheless oppose the notion that " a vigorous Executive is inconsistent 
with the genius of republican government .... A feeble Executive," they write, 
" implies a feeble execution of government. A feeble execution is but another phrase 
for a bad execution; and a Government ill executed, whatever it may be in theory, 
must be, in practice, a bad Government" (No. 70 by Hamilton). They, therefore, 
find nothing to fear, and everything to praise, in the constitutional provision that 
" the Executive authority, with few exceptions, be vested in a single magistrate " 
(No. 69 by Hamilton). · 

'""As we shall subsequently show (vd. pp. 100-1 infra), the Ciceronian version 
of the mixed regime-with all its difficulties-is better than the Thomistic on the 
crucial point that it conceives the mixed regime as purely constitutional government, 
whereas for St. Thomas it was a regimen regale et politicum. Though both Cicero 
and St. Thomas include a monarchical element, that element is not the same in 
both cases; it is a chief administrative offical in the one case, a sovereign man in 
the other. This last fact has a bearing on the difference between Cicero and St. 
Thomas with respect to "pure monarchy." For Cicero it is always less just than the 

5 
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On the first count, we must remember that St. Thomas 
thought primarily in terms of the regimen regale et politicum 
and so his mixed :regime is, first of all, an intermediate :regime. 
This is indicated by two facts: (1) his mixed :regime always 
involves a monarchical element (like Cicero's, but unlike Aris­
totle's); and �(�~�)� this monarchical element is not merely a 
constitutional office-holder, limited both in juridical power and 
in governmental function, as are Cicero's consuls and the 18th 
century's chief executive, but always a quasi-royal sovereign 
man, absolute in power, though limited in function, according to 
the kingly status and office in the regimen regale et politicum. 
In so fa:r as it combined royal and constitutional elements, what 
St. Thomas called « a mixed regime " was not a mixed regime at 
aU, but the anomaly we have called an " intermediate regime." 
Nevertheless, looked at on its constitutional side, it was a mixed 
regime because it involved (in addition to the regal one, as 
representing the royal aspect) the noble few and the common 
many. St, Thomas tended to be more Aristotelian here than 
Cicero in that he distinguished between the aristocratic element 
(virtue) and the oligarchical element (wealth), regarding both 
as components of the mixed regime.478 

mixed regime, and there are passages in which it is identified with despotic 
government. Vdl. fn. 474 supra. But in the writings of St. Thomas, there are 
passages which seem to say that " pure monarchy " can be superior to the :mixed 
regime. There are, of course, many difficulties to be faced in the interpretation of 
these passages. We shall deal with them presently. 

••• "There is a form of government made up of all these "-the royal element, 
which he calls monarchy, the aristocratic, the oligarchical, and the democratic, or 
popular, elements. Vd. Summa Theologica, f-II, 95, 4. It should be noted in this 
passage, that two of the pure forms are not included in the mixture: tyranny is 
excluded because corrupt; and no distinction is made between what Aristotle called 
"polity" and what Aristotle called "democracy." But if tyranny does not enter 
into the mixture, because corrupt, how about oligarchy, which, in the table of 
pure regimes, is in the same column with tyranny? And if St. Thomas means 
"polity" not "democracy"- excluding the latter along with tyranny because 
unjust-why is not oligarchy excluded for a similar reason? These difficulties 
cannot be resolved except in terms of the Aristotelian theory which St. Thomas 
follows only in part, and in part neglects or fails to understand, due to his mediaeval 
limitations. 

'J!'he situation is complicated by the fact that the other leading text on the mixed 
regime (I-II, 105, 1) omits any mention of oligarchy, determining the :mixture as 
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On the question whether the mixed regime is superior to the 
pure regimes, it is difficult to tell what St. Thomas's answer is; 
for, though he says of" the form of government made up of all 
these," that " it is best," 479 he also says, not only that the 
kingdom is the best of the pure forms, but also that " a kingdom 
is the best form of government of the people, so long as it is 
not corrupt." 480 This would seem to indicate that the mixed 
regime is superior to the pure forms only on one point of 
efficiency, namely, protection against corruption, whereas 
"monarchy " is the best of the pure forms, as is said in the 
De Regimine Principum, on: all other grounds of efficiency.481 

composed, on its constitutional side, by two elements: the aristocratic factor, or 
government by the best, and the popular or " democratic" factor, or some participa­
tion in government by the people. The regime is described as being " partly 
kingdom, since there is one at the head of all "-and though this description is 
ambiguous, we know that the one is not a mere office-holder but a quasi-royal 
sovereign; "partly aristocracy in so far as a number of persons are set up in 
authority; partly democracy, in so far as the rulers can be chosen from the people, 
and the people have a right to choose their rulers." These descriptions of the last 
two elements are also .ambiguous. It is impossible to tell from the language whether 
St. Thomas's theory is, like Cicero's, a statement of the diverse governmental 
functions of the few and the many, or whether it is a peculiar mediaeval version of 
the composition of the few and the many on the constitutional side of the regimen 
regale et politicum, turning on the diverse political status and the responsibilities 
of the nobles or barons and the rest of the freemen-the landed gentry vs. the 
bourgeoisie. The many sharp differences between Roman republican society and 
the feudal social structure which St. Thonias had in mind suggest that the latter 
interpretation is probably right. But in any case, as we shall show, St. Thomas's 
theory resembles Aristotle's in its conventional vocabulary more than it does in its 
essential principles. The omission of oligarchy from the discussion in I-II, 105, 1, 
indicates how far it departs from the Aristotelian theory. 

479 Summa Theologica, I-II, 95, 4. 
480 Summa Theologica, I-II, 105, 1 ad 2. 
481 Vd. loc. cit., I, 2. Cf. Summa Contra Gentiles, I, 42, where it is said that 

unity can be arrived at in regimes other than monarchy, but with more difficulty 
and always imperfectly; and ibid., IV, 76, where it is said that, the end of a regime 
being peace, this can best be secured by one ruler. Yet in his Commentary on the 
Politics (Book IV, Ch. 10), St. Thomas says, without critical dissent, that "the 
best regime is that which admits fewest seditions, and such is the regime where 
the middle class rules." And although, in commenting on Book IV, Ch. l, he says 
that "a kingdom is the best polity, and most according to right reason," he says, 
in commenting on Book III, Ch. 14, that "it is manifest that aristocracy is better 
than the kingdom." Furthermore, both monarchy and aristocracy are pure regimes, 
and yet St. Thomas says (commenting on Book III, Ch. 8) that each of the 
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The criterion of justice seems not to enter into St. Thomas's 
comparison of the good types of government, pure or mixed; 

unmixed regimes is insufficient for truly solving political difficulties, and hence that 
it is expedient that the unmixed regimes be mixed (vd. commentary on Book II, 
Ch. 7). St. Thomas's commentary on Aristotle's Politics, it would seem, cannot 
be taken as an expression of his own views, as Demongeot (op. cit.) would have it; 
nor, as a matter of fact, can it be taken as solving the apparent difficulties-all the 
surface inconsistencies-in Aristotle's text. On the contrary, St. Thomas's commen­
tary leaves all the major difficulties unresolved, so far as the analysis of the forms 
of government is concerned, and particularly with respect to the question, what is 
the best form of government, on which Demongeot tries to draw light from the 
commentary. 

The apparent contradiction in Aristotle (between saying that monarqhy is best 
and saying that polity, i.e., the mixed regime, is best) or the similar apparent 
contradiction in St. Thomas (substituting for polity the peculiar mediaeval notion of 
the mixed regime, i.e., the Tegimen regale et politicum) can be resolved by sup­
posing two utterly incommensurable standards for determining the best regime, but 
such a :resolution is utterly worthless from the point of view of politics as a practical 
science. The standard by which one judges the mixed regime (however conceived) 
to be best is derived from the nature of man as he is and from the nature of 
human society as it is found on earth, :regarding both in terms of their greatest 
actual potentialities for development. But the standard which one must use to 
say that monarchy (obviously, the absolute monarchy of a purely, Royal regime) 
is best can only be based on a self-contradictory supposition, that some men can 
be like gods in relation to other men. Not only is this supposition admittedly 
contrary to fact, but it is self-contradictory because if there were a difference 
between two beings, in any way like a difference between God and man, the two 
beings could hardly be conceived as essentially the same. Such a regime would not, 
in short, be human government, because it would not be by man over man; it 
would not be the government of a society whose members, rulers and ruled, were 
of the same essential nature. If, however, it be said that the godlike man differs 
from his fellows only in a way which can be overcome by the development of the 
latter, then the godlike ruler must seek to develop the ruled to a point of equality 
with himself, and then the Royal regime would abolish itself in favor of Constitu­
tional government; hence it could hardly be said to be best. 

The source of all the difficulty is, as we have seen, Aristotle's Platonic use of 
the word "ideal" to describe Divine government. Vd. fn. 466a supra, and cf 
Section 8, supra, loc. cit., pp. 506 ff. Of course, it is true that Divine government is 
perfect government, and that human government is, by comparison, imperfect 
government, as all things human are in comparison with the Divine. But, in the 
first place, the Divine government of the universe ol' creatures is not " government" 
in the univocal sense of that word when it is used to name civil, or even domestic, 
regimes. And, in the second place, Divine government, albeit perfect, is not a 
political ideal, in the proper meaning of " ideal " as that form of government which 
is the best possible according to the nature and potentialities of man and temporal 
life. If absolute monarchy is good at all as human government, it must be good 
relative to certain actual circumstances; but it is not the ideal, or the best absolutely 
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and yet there is one passage which suggests the contrary-in 
which he says that regimes should be judged, not only as to 

(which for practical politics is equivalent to ideal), unless it is the best that is 
practically possible relative to human conditions at their highest development. In 
political theory as a practical discipline, therefore, it can be truly said that absolute 
monarchy is the ideal only if it can be proved that the Royal regime is the best 
form of government absolutely, the best that is possible for human beings as they 
are or can be. The apparent contradictions about the best regime, in both Aristotle 
and St. Thomas, cannot be resolved within the orbit of political theory, properly 
conceived as practical. They can only be written off as confusions due to a failure 
to criticize the Platonic notion of ideal, which derives from a purely theoretic com­
parison between Divine and human government. Vd. our earlier discussion of 
"ideal" in Part I, Section 5, in THE THOMIST, HI, 3, pp. 436-40; and our considera­
tion of Democracy as ideal, in Part II, Section 6, in THE THOMIST, III, 4, p. 652. 

If Aristotle had never called monarchy " the ideal and true form " or " the 
perfect form," but always " the Divine-like form of government," and if he had 
explicitly emphasized the point Plato made in The Statesman, that the Divine-like 
form of government is not the actual best for human beings and human society, 
then the language of the Politics would have revealed more plainly, and not have 
concealed, the true outlines of the Aristotelian analysis. The words " ideal " or 
" best form " or even " perfect form " would have been used only for that form of 
government which is both absolutely best and also practically possible. Then, of 
course, they would never have been applied to monarchy or Royal government, and 
there would have been no apparent contradictions in the language used to discuss 
the problem of the best form of human government; though it might still have 
been said that the best form of human government is imperfect in comparison with 
Divine government as perfect. Moreover, it would have been observed that the 
best form of human government is not made in the image of Divine government 
but, on the contrary, is that form which is most unlike the Divine form, for the 
human form which is most like the Divine form (absolute monarchy) is, as measured 
by the human and practicable ideal, the poorest of the good forms of civil govern­
ment. Vd. fn. 489, .515, 516, and 533 infra. 

St. Thomas's commentary fails to resolve the apparent contradictions in the 
Politics because it fails to see that the only meaning the word " ideal " can have when 
applied to absolute monarchy is a meaning that has no relevance whatsoever to the 
genuinely political and practical problem of the best regime for the civil government 
of men as they are or can be. Demongeot's attempt to solve this problem, according 
to the thought of St. Thomas, fails also for similar reasons and because, in addition, 
Demongeot minimizes or neglects the differences between what St. Thomas says as a 
commentator on Aristotle and what he says in his own person as an analyst of 
mediaeval political institutions. In the latter connection, there are passages which 
certainly seem to say that monarchy, not the mixed regime, is the best human 
government. 

The apparent inconsistencies in St. Thomas's own formulations-quite apart from 
his commentary on the Politics--can, of course, be resolved on the supposition that 
the word " monarchy " always signifies for him a regimen regale et politicum, and 
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whether they ensure peace, or are enduring and stable, but also 
in terms of whether " all take some share in the government." 482 

This at least reminds us of Cicero's discussion of the superiority 
in justice of the mixed over all the pure regimes.483 

never purely absolutely Royal government. Vd. fn. 420 and 421 supra. But then 
it is difficult to understand how any distinction can be made, in Thomistic terms, 
between pure monarchy and a mixed regime. Moreover, St. Thomas obviously does 
suppose that " the king should he in his kingdom . . . what God is in the world " 
(De Reg. Prine., I, 12). But God is an absolute, not a constitutional or limited, 
ruler. What Fortescue called a "political kingdom " should, therefore, be regarded 
by St. Thomas as a defective kingdom precisely because it is a regimen politicum 
as well as a regimen regale. Whenever the Divine government of the universe is 
regarded, not merely as perfect government in itself, but also as a measure of 
perfection in the human government of the political community, it is impossible to 
avoid the false conclusion that the least perfect among good forms of human 
government-i.e., absolute monarchy-is the best. 

••a Summa Theologica, r-II, 105, I. 
••• Vd. fn. 473 supra. If now we compare the Thomistic theory of the mixed 

regime with Cicero's, according to the three basic points set forth in fn. 474 aupra, 
we shall see that it is completely different on the first point, for the Thomistic 
mixed regime is never purely constitutional government; that it probably differs on 
the second point, according to the difference between Roman and mediaeval institu­
tions; and that, on the third point, it is not quite clear whether St. Thomas holds, 
as Cicero does, that the mixed regime is always more just, absolutely, as well as 
more efficient, than the pure regimes. 

What is most important to call to the attention of those who suppose that, wher­
ever their language is the same, St. Thomas and Aristotle agree in thought, is the fact 
that when St. Thomas praises the mixed regime as best he is always referring to the 
regimen regale et politicum, whereas Aristotle always means by a mixed regime one 
which is purely Constitutional government, and has no Royal element in it 
whatsoever. 

Writers on the history of political theory who, like Carlyle and D'Entreves, 
devote themselves primarily to mediaeval texts-and, curiously enough, make little 
or no effort to understand these texts in the light of their great source, Aristotle's 
Politics-tend to accept uncritically the mediaeval identification of the mixed regime 
with the regimen regale et politicum. Vd. fn. 416 supra. To Mcilwain's credit it 
must he said that he has persistently fought against this confusion, recoguizing that 
what we have called the " intermediate regime " is not a blend or fusion of Royal 
and Republican ·government. Vd. The Growth of Political Thought in the West, 
p. 362: " England was thus still a dominium regale, but it was now also a dominium 
politicum. . . . This is certainly a government ' under 1aw ' but it is scarcely helpful 
to define it without qualification as a ' constitutional ' or ' �l�i�~�i�t�e�d� ' rule, mixed of 
absolute monarchy and 'republican government.' " Nevertheless, even McTiwain 
permits himself to regard " modern ' constitutional ' or ' limited ' monarchy . . . as 
a mixture of absolute monarchy and republican government " (ibid., p. 359). This, 
it seems to us, is a violent abuse of words, for absolute monarchy is thoroughly 
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Modern Thomists have tried to make· much more out of the 
Thomistic theory of the mixed regime than St. Thomas's own 
writings would seem to warrant. They have done this partly 
by relying on St. Thomas's commentary on the Politics, for­
getting or ignoring how mediaeval-minded are St. Thomas's 
interpretations of Aristotle on political matters. Hence the 
theory they thus construct, and attribute to St. Thomas, may 
be Thomistic, but it is not Aristotelian.484 In part, however, 
they have rightly insisted that a true theory of the mixed regime 
must subordinate as accidental the numerical criterion (one, 
few, many) and emphasize the criterion of heterogeneous quali­
ties, such as virtue, or freedom, or wealth. Thus they give a 
qualitative interpretation to aristocracy, democracy (or polity), 
and oligarchy. But, in order to be faithful to St. Thomas, they 
'must try to get monarchy into the mixture. This they do by 
making it equivalent to the principle of unity, as democracy is 
equivalent to the principle of freedom, aristocracy to virtue, 
and oligarchy to wealth. In these terms, they present two 
versions of the mixed regime: one in which the mixture consists 
of unity, virtue, and freedom; and another in which it consists 
of freedom, virtue, and wealth.485 Within each of these two, 

incompatible with Constitutional government, except in the manner in which both 
are compromised to fit with each other in the regimen regale et politicum. Cf. 
Constitutionalism Ancient and Modem, pp. 90-94. 

••• Vd. M. Demongeot, La Theorie du meilleur regime selon S. Thomas, Paris, 
1928. Cf. fn. 470 and 481 supra. That Demongeot's theory of the mixed regime, 
according to St. Thomas, is not according to Aristotle is plainly indicated by the fact 
that Demongeot accepts the " traditional picture " of the six pure regimes, three 
good and three bad, which the Politics so completely repudiates when Book III is 
read in the light of Book I and Books IV, V, and VI. Neither Demongeot nor 
St. Thomas seem to be aware how Platonic and un-Aristotelian is the bi-colunmar 
sixfold classification. 

••• Vd. Maritain, Freedom in the Modern World, New York, 1936: p. 7!!, wherein 
the first version is stated; and Maritain,' The Things That Are Not Caesar's, New 
York, 1931: pp. 133, "144-5, wherein the second version is indicated. On both, cf. 
Demongeot, op. cit., with whom Maritain agrees. The reason for the two versions is 
that these writers find it necessary to account for the mixed regime which is more 
fundamentally an intermediate regime, the regimen regale et politicum-mixed only 
on its constitutional side; and also for the mixed regime which is a purely consti­
tutional state, i.e., Aristotle's polity. This latter mixed regime is recognized by St. 
Thomas in his commentary on the Politics, but nowhere mentioned in his own 
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they find subordinate distinctions according as emphasis is 
primarily placed on unity or freedom, virtue or wealth, and so 
they speak of a mixed regime which is monarchical with aristo­
cratic or democratic qualities, or one which is democratic with 
oligarchical aspects. 

Though these modem Thomists are right in regarding the 
numerical criterion as accidental, their qualitative interpreta­
tion of monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy makes it impos­
sible for them to give an intelligible account of what they 

political writings, because purely constitutional government had no political reality 
in the middle ages. Neither Demongeot nor Maritain observe that the essential 
distinction between royal and political government is basic to Aristotle's account 
of pure and mixed regimes; they do not seem to realize how special and anomalous 
was the regimen regale et politicum; and hence their modern versions are neither 
strictly Thomistic nor strictly Aristotelian. 

All of Maritain's errors concerning the mixed regime and concerning the best 
regime flow from the same source-his fundamental failure to understand the 
Aristotelian distinction between Royal and Political government, and hence his 
failure to see that a reginnen regale et politicum is primarily an intermediate, not a 
mixed, regime, and, as intermediate, inferior to any purely constitutional govern­
ment, as well as superior to any purely absolute government. If he miderstood these 
things, he could not say that the regimen regale et politicum, which he calls a 
"mixed regime," is better than a polity, or purely republican government. Vd. 
The Things That Are Not Caesar's, 144-5; cf. ibid., 131-3. Throughout his dis­
cussion of these matters, Maritain, like Demongeot, relies on St. Thomas's mediaeval 
version of what Aristotle thought rather than going directly to Aristotle's Politics 
to· find the political theory which St. Thomas adapted to mediaeval conditions, 
which adaptation, by the way, is on many crucial points much more Platonic than 
it is Aritotelian. 

In fairness to Maritain, it' must be admitted that his political views have changed 
radically in the last fifteen years-between the writing of The Things That Are 
Not Caesar's and the writing of Scholasticism and Politics. Yet even in the latter 
book, Maritain vainly tries to reconcile his insight that Democracy, not democracy, 
is the best form, the most just constitution, of human government, with his earlier 
adherence to the Thomistic error that it is indifferent whether political authority is 
monarchic or democratic in type so long as it is justly derived. Vd. op. cit., p. 105 ff. 
Even this statement must be qualified by the fact that Maritain's use of such 
words as " monarchy " and " democracy " is so ambiguous that it is possible for 
him to take what, with any precision of terms, would be apparently inconsistent 
positions. Such ambiguity is, of course, necessary ·if one tries to reach political 
truths the ancients did not know, while at the same time one is unwilling to say 
explicitly that the political theories of Aristotle or of St. Thomas were, in certain 
respects, ·both inadequate and false. For a sympathetic commentary on .the develop­
ment of Maritain's political views, vd. Waldemar Gurian, "On Maritain's Political 
Philosophy," in THE THoMIST, V, pp. 7-22. 
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regard as the three good pure regimes. By their own analysis, 
they are compelled to say that government which is purely 
monarchial has only unity, and lacks· virtue and freedom; that 
one which is purely aristocratic has only virtue, and lacks 
unity and freedom; that one which is purely democratic has 
only freedom, and lacks unity and virtue. They would, of 
course, recognize this to be a reductio ad absurdum, because 
they know that every good government must involve the unity 
of peace, the virtue of ruling and obeying for the common 
good, and the freedom of men who are ruled as ends rather 
than used as means. Hence, by their own premises, no pure 
government for the common good is possible. If they try to 
avoid this by appealing to the numerical criterion for distin­
guishing the three pure forms of good government, they can 
be reduced to the further absurdity that monarchy is govern­
mer,tt by one for the common good, and hence necessarily in­
volves unity, virtue, freedom; and similarly, with aristocracy 
and democracy as governments for the common good by the 
few and by the many.486 Hence, governments which are pure 

••• There are only two possibilities here. Either the four terms (unity, virtue, 
freedom, and wealth) name qualities of government or ends of government. But, 
strictly speaking, every good civil government must have unity, must depend on 
virtuous rulers and citizens or subjects, must institute a dominion of freedom 
(either citizenship or subjection), and must be concerned with procuring and justly 
distributing the means of subsistence (and in no other sense is wealth involved in 
just government) . Furthermore, the unity of peace, which is the common good, and 
the life of virtue, which is happiness, must be the ends of every just government. 
How, then, can just governments be distinguished as " pure forms " on the ground 
that they exclusively embody one of these qualities or aim at one of these ends, 
but not another? How can " mixed regimes " be conceived as resulting from the 
blending of qualities or the union of ends which belong to every just government? 
And how can one " mixed regime " be distinguished from another in terms of its 
placing greater emphasis upon one of these two ends? Within the bounds of justice, 
the only possible difference in emphasis seems to be with respect to freedom, as 
between imperfect and perfect freedom (subjection vs. citizenship), and this is 
involved in the distinction between Royal and Constitutional government. Beyond 
that, there is, of course, the oligarchical emphasis on wealth (as reason for special 
privileges) and the democratic emphasis on freedom (really nothing but an insistence 
on equality despite differences in wealth) . But both of these emphases are, according 
to Aristotle, expressions of the injustices which are peculiar to oligarchy and democ­
racy as perverted constitutions. Cf. fn. 500 and 508 infra. 
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and distinct by the numerical criterion are aU similarly mixed 
by the qualitative criterion. Then they are forced either to the 
alternative that the mixed regime is mixed only in the sense 
that it combines the three numerical elements, or to the alterna­
tive that there are diverse mixed regimes which differ only in 
the emphasis that is placed on one or another of the three 
indispensable qualities. Neither alternative is satisfactory, 
either as a matter of interpretation or as a matter of fact, for 
neither agrees with the analyses of Aristotle or St. Thomas, 
and neither accurately describes any known political :realities. 

The truth of any solution of the problem of the forms of 
government is tested by the following demands: (1) it must 
account for all historically exemplified types of government; 
(2) it must separate essential from accidental distinctions in 
the classification of types, separating forms which are more 
and less just from modes which are only more and less exped­
ient or efficient; (3) it must give an account of pure regimes 
which is compatible with its theory of a mixture of these pure 
regimes; ( 4) it must distinguish between mixtures which in­
volve accidental elements, and so raise only a question of the 
efficiency of the mixed regime in comparison with the pure 
ones; and mixtures which involve essential elements, and so 
raise a question of the greater justice of the mixed regime; (5) 
it must agree at every point with the facts about political 
progress and corruption. 

By these standards, the " traditional picture " of the six 
pure regimes and, with it, all the theories of the mixed regime 
which are developed out of this pictmre, are for the most part 
false. We have so far mainly criticized them as being un­
Aristotelian, but now we shall show why that is tantamount 
to their being false. The Politics provides us with a measure 
for these subsequent departures in political theory because it 
provides us with a solution of this central problem that meets 
every demand except the first of those mentioned. There a:re 
two historical institutions which Aristotle did not account for, 
because he could not conceive them in his day. One was the 
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regimen regale et politicum of the middle ages, arising from an 
unpredictable concurrence of historical contingencies. The 
other is the form of constitutional government that we call 
Democracy, and recognize as essentially distinct from the 
Republican form of the political regime. But though Aristotle 
did not account for these types of government, his theory is 
capable of being extended to cover them, as we have already 
shown with respect to the intermediate regime (regale et poli­
ticum) and as we shall subsequently show (in Part V) with 
respect to Democracy.487 Since we have already dealt with 
the anomalous case of the regimen regale et politicum, and 
since we are postponing until later the problem concerning 
Republic vs. Democracy, we can now proceed to show, on all 
other counts, the truth of the Aristotelian classification of gov­
ernments. We shall do this, first, by criticizing the errors and 
inadequacies in the Platonic or traditional six fold classification 
of the pure regimes; and, then, by showing the mixed regime to 
be simply a more just form of constitutional government than 
those pure regimes which are also constitutional.488 

Let us look back at the table presented on page 57. The 
following things are wrong with that picture. 

(I) The sixfold classification conceals the basic distinction 
between the Royal and the Political or Constitutional regime. 
Its underlying presence, however, is betrayed by the qualitative 
difference between monarchy and aristocracy, on the one hand, 
and polity on the other. Where there is a radical inequality in 
virtue, as between ruler and ruled, there absolute government 
is justified. Thus we see that monarchy and aristocracy are 

••• The first of these extensions did not require us to violate a single principle of 
Aristotelian analysis; though it did require us to distinguish between perfect and 
imperfect embodiments of royal and political institutions. The second of these 
extensions will, however, involve us in the denial of what some may think is an 
essential Aristotelian tenet-his doctrine of natural slavery. 

••• As might be expected, the principle which corrects all the errors and inade­
quacies in the " traditional " view is the essential distinction between Royal and 
Political (or Constitutional) government. Neglect of this principle causes all the 
trouble. The very fact that the usual sixfold classification is undetermined by this 
distinction makes it so egregiously wrong that no slight emendations can rectify 
its failings. 
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two accidental modes of an essential form government, L e., 
the Royal :regime; for they differ only in the accident of num­
bers: whether absolute government is by one man of superior 
virtue, or by a few. Aristotle makes this quite clear when, 
before beginning the discussion of constitutional government 
in Book IV, he says: "Of monarchy of aristocracy we 
have already spoken, for the inquiry into the perfect state is 
the same thing with the discussion of these two types of gov­
ernment, since both imply a principle of virtue. . . . In what 
follows, we have to describe constitutional government." 489 

••• Politics, IV, 2, 1289•30-35. Royal rule, Aristotle reminds us here, "if not a 
mere name, must exist by reason of some great personal superiority in the king " 
(l289b); but he has already told us that royal rule is justified wherever "there be 
some one person, or more than one (although not enough to make up the full 
complement of the state), whose virtue is so pre-eminent that the virtue or the 
political capacity of all the rest admits of no comparison with theirs" (HI, 13, 
1284"3-6) . The discussion, in Book HI, of what Aristotle calls the " perfect state " 
because of its resemblance to the Divine rule (vd. fn. 360, 361, 863, and 466", supra) 
pays very little attention to the distinction between monarchy and aristocracy as 
accidental modes of Royal or absolute government. In one place, however, Aristotle 
does say that aristocracy is better than monarchy because the judgment of several 
men is usually better than the judgment of one, on the supposition that the 
several are equal in virtue to the one. Vd. Book HI, 15, l286b5-7. This point must 
be understood in the light of Aristotle's arguments in favor of the principle of a 
decision by the majority in deliberative matters. Cf. Book III, 11, and Book IV, 
4, 8. But Aristotle is not saying that aristocracy is more just than monarchy, either 
relatively or absolutely. He is saying only that one of these two accidental modes 
of absolute government is likely to be more efficient than the other because the 
judgment of several men of superior virtue has practical advantages over the 
judgment by one such man. 

For the most part Aristotle seems to be clear that " royal rule is of the nature 
of an aristocracy" (Politics, V, 10, l3lOh3), and hence that "the term 'aristocracy' 
is rightly applied to the form of government which is described in the first part 
of our treatise " (IV, 7, 12!J3b4) -namely, Book III, Ch. 17 and 18, where purely 
Royal, or absolute, government is described in terms of the radical superiority in 
virtue of one ruler (or a few) over the many who are ruled as subjects. Neverthe­
less, in Book IV, Chapters 7 and 8, there are sentences in which Aristotle allows 
himself to '11se the word " aristocracy " as if it could name a purely Constitutional 
government, or a form of such government distinct in type from polity, democracy, 
or oligarchy. This, as we shall see, is absolutely impossible, quite apart from the 
unfortunate and confusing ambiguity that results for the word "aristocracy." 
Vd. fn. 482 infra. 

There is another confusion throughout this discussion which must be clarified. 
Aristotle uses the words " perfect state" or " perfect form of government" to 
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Despite the tendency to use the word " royal " as if it were 
synonymous with" kingly rule" in the sense of" monarchy,"­
a tendency unfortunately not resisted by Aristotle or his trans­
lators-it is absolutely necessary to make the Aristotelian vo­
cabulary as rigorous as his analysis. The word " royal" must 

signify Royal, rather than Constitutional government. We find him, in the passage 
quoted in the text, saying that " the inquiry into the perfect state is the same 
thing with the discussion of these two types of government "-namely, monarchy 
and aristocracy. So also he speaks of tyranny as "the perversion of the first and 
most divine" (Politics, IV, �~�.� U89"40)-i. e., monarchy. And again he speaks of 
all constitutional governments (polity, democracy and oligarchy) as "falling short 
of the most perfect form of government" (ibid., IV, 8, �U�9�S�b�~�5�)�.� These remarks 
will not be understood-as for the most part they have not been by Aristotle's 
commentators-unless we remember that the word " perfect" here means "ideal " 
in the Platonic sense of a totally impracticable good-a �m�y�t�h�i�c�a�~� pattern of good 
government which cannot be realized on earth, because there are no godlike men or 
philosopher-kings who are vastly superior to all normal men. Plato himself, as 
we have seen, held that limited (i.e., characteristically human) government, though 
it is second-best to this mythical ideal of absolute government by a god, is the only 
good government practically possible on earth, men being as they are. And Aristotle 
differed with this judgment only to insist that, relative to primitive conditions, 
Royal, or absolute, government may be a good regime on earth; but then, of 
course, it is clearly second-best to Constitutional government. Cf. Section 8, supra, 
loc. cit., pp. 506-10. Vd. fn. 466" and 481 supra. 

Hence it follows that when Aristotle uses the word " perfect " as in these passages, 
the word must be understood as having merely descriptive, and not evaluative, 
signification. It must be read as if Aristotle were using it as shoJ;thand for " that 
form of government which resembles the perfection of an impracticable ideal but 
which, on earth, is the least perfect of the good forms of government, being just 
only in relation to the least desirable civil circumstances." Unless the word 
" perfect " is so interpreted, there is no way of lifting the Politics above the incon­
sistency which appears upon its surface-its calling the polity, or mixed regime, the 
best form of government, at the same time that it calls non-constitutional or Royal 
government (whether monarchy or aristocracy) the perfect form. Nor are the 
difficulties to be avoided by the sort of interpretation which St. Thomas makes, 
according to Demongeot. Vd. fn. 515 infra. 

There is one other inconsistency to be noted. Aristotle says that " the perfect 
state is one in which the good man is absolutely the same as the good citizen " 
(Politics, IV, 7, Hl9Sb5). But this, as we have seen (vd. Section �~�.� supra, loc. cit., 
pp. 493-5), is true only in the Constitutional commonwealth, and never in the Royal 
kingdom; for in the latter, there are no citizens; only the king, or the aristocrats, 
has the virtue needed for both ruling and obeying, whereas all the others (subjects) 
have only the virtue needed for obeying, and hence their virtue as subjects is not 
equivalent to the virtue of a good man. The true citizen, however, can both rule 
and obey, and so his virtue is that of a good man. Hence the. Constitutional state 
is the perfect state. 
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be used as strictly synonymous with " absolute." And if a 
kingdom is a state under Royal government, then it is a king­
dom even if there is no king, i. e., no monarch, the government 
being in the hands of a few men, rather than one, of superior 
virtue. One of the most treacherous ambiguities in the use of 
the word " monarchy," therefore, is to identify it with the 
Royal regime, for that ignores the fact that " aristocracy " also 
names a mode of the Royal regime. We shall subsequently 
show that both "monarchy" and "aristocracy" have still 
other meanings in connection with aspects of constitutional 
government, but these meanings also concern accidental, and 
not essential, elements in the classification of governments. 
Furthermore, not only are monarchy and aristocracy accidental 
modes of Royal government, but they include many subordi­
nate accidental varieties, as, for example, whether the monarch 
is hereditary or elective.490 As between these accidental modes 
of Royal government (monarchy and aristocracy), or with 
respect to all their subordinate accidental variations, there is 
only a question of the greater efficiency of one rather than 
another, never a question of greater justice. 

(2) H we apply the primary essential distinction between 
Royal and Constitutional to the remainder of the sixfold classi­
fication, we find that three of the traditional names signify 
Constitutional government-" polity,"" democracy," and" oli­
garchy." But this must remain unintelligible, and even contra­
dictory, so long �a�~� we suppose that oligarchy,' which is a Con­
stitutional regime, is a perversion of aristocracy, which is a 
Royal regime. Crucial chapters in Book IV of the Politics, 
which we have already discussed, show how preposterous such 
a supposition is. In these chapters (4, 5, and 6), Aristotle 
describes the corruption of Constitutional government, and 

••• For Aristotle's discussion of the accidental variations in the accidental mode 
of Royal government which is monarchy, vd. Politics, III, 14. Cf. St. Thomas's 
commentary on this chapter, especially on the problem of hereditary vs. elected 
kings. Vd. also on this same problem, Hobbes, Leviathan, Pt. II, Ch. 19. It is not 
difficult to see how Hobbes could argue for hereditary succession, but it is difficult 
to see how Aristotle or St. Thomas could reconcile the facts of heredity with the 
principle of superior virtue essential to Royal government. 
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shows that both democracy and oligarchy, as modes of consti­
tutional government, tend toward the same ultimate corrup­
tion: both can become Lawless, or non-Constitutional; in both 
the constitution can be supplanted by the rule of men exercis­
ing their own de facto power rather than the de jure power of 
constitutional offices. When this happens, Constitutional gov­
ernment corrupts into despotism and there is no essential 
difference between the despotism which is the perversion of 
oligarchy and the despotism which is the perversion of democ­
racy, because that which makes the corrupt government unjust 
or despotic is precisely the same in both cases, namely, abso­
lute or non-Constitutional government by some men over their 
equals in virtue.491 Furthermore, it is a matter of indifference 
whether despotic power is wielded by one man, a few, or many. 
Furthermore, the injustice of despotism is not the same as the 
injustice of tyranny, for absolute government, even when un­
just, does not necessarily reduce the ruled to the condition of 
servitude, as tyranny always does because it does not serve 
the common good of the ruled. 

These things being so, the sixfold classification presented in 
the "traditional picture" is utterly erroneous in its account 
of the perversions. Since both oligarchy and democracy can 
degenerate into despotism and tyranny, they cannot be classi­
fied as regimes coordinate with tyranny, grouped together 
under the single criterion that each is a rule against the com­
mon good, differing only according as it is by one, or few, or 
many, or even according to wealth and poverty. To identify 
" tyranny " with " rule by one man against the common good " 
is to confuse the essential and the accidental, in the same way 

••• Vd. Part IV, Section �~�s�u�p�r�a�,� loc. cit., pp. �5�0�0�-�~�.� Cf. Politics, IV, 4, �1�~�9�~�"�9�-�8�~�:� 

"In democracies which are subject to the law, the best citizens hold the first place, 
and there are no demagogues; but where the laws are not supreme, there demagogues 
spring up. For the people become a monarch and is many in one. . . . This sort 
of democracy, which is now a monarch, and no longer under the control of Law, 
seeks to exercise Royal power, and grows into a despot .... The decrees of the 
demos correspond to the edicts of the tyrant; and the demagogue is to the one what 
the :flatterer is to the other .... Such a democracy is fairly open to the objection 
that it is not a constitutional government at all, for where the laws have no 
authority, there is no constitution." 
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that identifying " monarchy " with "Royal government " does. 
Properly to classify the perversions of government, we must 
separate two essentially distinct principles of injustice: (a) 
violation of the common good, which unjustly places the :ruled 
in a condition of servitude; (b) violation of the equality 
between ruler and ruled, which unjustly places the ruled in a 
condition of subjection. Each must always be called by the 
same name, regardless of such accidental circumstances as the 
number of men committing the injustice, or their wealth or 
poverty. In every case, they are vicious men. This much is 
common to all the perversions-that vicious men are in power. 
But the ultimate end which politically vicious men seek-the 
exploitation of the common good for their private interests­
can be readily attained only when the form of government 
they corrupt is Royal; it is usually not so directly attained 
when the form of government they corrupt is Constitutional. 
In the. latter case, the partial injustice of despotism is a step 
toward the complete injustice of despotic tyranny, which we 
have already distinguished from simple tyranny, resulting from 
the corruption of Royal government. 

Hence we must conclude, in terms of , the analysis given in 
) 

Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of Book III, that oligarchy and democracy 
can be governments which are neither tyrannical nor .despotic, 
and that, therefore, they do not belong in the right-hand 
column of the sixfold classification, if that column is determined 
by the injustice of tyranny (as is conventionally the case, since 
it is defined by " rule against the common good ") , or even by 
the two principles of injustice which we have distinguished, and 
distinctly named by " tyranny" and " despotism." And we are 
obligated to refrain from using the words " democracy " and 
" oligarchy " to name modes of Constitutional government 
for the common good and also to name modes of despotism 
and despotic tyranny, simply because in the corruption of 
democracy or oligarchy into despotism and despotic tyranny, 
such accidental elements as the few and the many, or the 
wealthy and the poor, play a role. If principles of justice are 
involved in an essential classification of forms of government, 
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then it is of the greatest importance not to use the same words 
to refer to just governments and their perversions. By this 
rule of usage, oligarchy and democracy are not perversions of 
Constitutional government as such, but rather modes under 
that form. 

(8) Now we come to the most difficult part of the Aristo­
telian analysis, the problem of the relation of oligarchy and 
democracy to polity, each a mode of Constitutional govern­
ment.· Are these three accidental modes of Constitutional gov­
ernment, as aristocracy and monarchy are accidental modes of 
Royal government? The Aristotelian answer is clearly nega­
tive. Democracy and oligarchy are each unjust, but their 
injustice is not the injustice of either tyranny or despotism. 
Although, as we shall show, democracy is not. as bad as oli­
garchy, both are less just than polity. It is by fusing oligarchy 
and democracy that polity nullifies the opposite injustices of 
the two pure constitutional regimes. Polity is a more just 
constitution precisely because it is a mixed constitutional re­
gime, whereas democracy and oligarchy are pure constitutional 
regimes. 

The Aristotelian theory of the mixed regime is relevant only 
to Constitutional government. It has no application at all to 
Royal government. Failure to understand this point is the 
source of the greatest confusion in the sixfold classification, 
which is traditionally supposed to present only pure regimes. 
But the only regimes which should be called " pure " are those 
which can enter into a mixture, namely, democracy and oli­
garchy.492 Moreover, polity is always a mixed regime, and yet 

••a The word " pure " is ambiguous, of course. It seems to be capable of two 
quite opposite uses-on the one hand, to signify regimes which can be united to 
form a mixture, such as democracy and oligarchy; on the other hand, to signify 
regimes which cannot in any way be blended because they are always actually 
contrary to one another, such as monarchy and aristocracy when regarded as acci­
dental modes of government. Vd. St. Thomas's remark, in his commentary on 
Politics, V, 10, that "a kingdom and an aristocracy are contraries per ae, each of 
which tends to replace the other." 

The purity of monarchy and aristocracy as modes of Royal government (in the 
sense indicated) does not mean, however, that monarchical and aristocratic princi­
ples cannot be involved in Constitutional government. They do not enter it as 

6 
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it is presented in the " traditional picture " as one of the pure 
regimes. 'These confusions necessarily lead to all the errone­
ous accounts of the mixed regime which we have previously 
surveyed. The theory of the mixed regime in Aristotle's 

pure forms to be blended, in the way in which democracy and oligarchy fuse to 
make a polity, but rather appear as aspects of Constitutional government. The 
monarchical principle, as we have already seen (vd. fn. 477 supra), appears in 
Constitutional government wherever the chief magistracy, or the command of 
executive power, is given to one man. Similarly, the aristocratic principle appears 
in Constitutional government when, as in a "democracy according to Law, the best 
citizens hold the first place" (Politics, IV, 4, 1292810)-that is, are given the 
leading offices-for " the distribution of offices according to merit is the special 
characteristic of aristocracy" (Politics, IV, 8, 1294"10). 

The only sense in which we can consistently speak of an " aristocratic constitu­
tion," then; is this sense-referring to the fact that the better citizens (superior in 
de{JTee of virtue only) occupy the more important offices. But this quality can be 
common to every form of Constitutional government, though it is more likely to 
occur in a polity than in a democracy or oligarchy. Hence there is no such thing, 
strictly, as an aristocratic constitution, that is, a constitution which is not a 
democracy, not an oligarchy, and not a polity. For precisely the same reason that 
Aristotle says "constitutional monarchy is not a distinct form of government"­
because if it is Constitutional it is not Royal, though it can be monarchical in the 
accidental fact that it has one chief executive-we must say that " constitutional 
aristocracy " does not name a distinct form of government. For either the rulers 
are radically superior in virtue, and then the government is Royal, not Constitu­
tional, or the office-holders are merely superior in the degree to which they possess 
the same virtue as the citizens, and then the government is generically Consti­
tutional, and may be either a polity, a democracy, or an oligarchy, albeit aristocratic, 
not in form, but in an accidental feature of their character. If it be objected that 
aristocracy can be conceived as a distinct form of Constitutional government by 
defining it as the regime in which only the better men (superior in the degree to 
which they possess the same virtue as others) are admitted to citizenship, not 
merely chosen for governmental offices, the answer is that such a conception is 
absolutely self-contradicto;y; for it violates the essence of Constitutional govern­
ment itself which is based on radical equality in virtue as between rulers and ruled. 
To limit citizenship to those who are superior only in de{JTee of virtue, therefore, 
entails the injustice of an improper degradation of the rest, radically equal with 
their betters, to the status of subjection. 

Despite Aristotle's confusions and inconsistencies on this point, which abound in 
Chapters 7 and 8 of Book IV, we find it necessary to insist that the word "aristo­
cracy "-as the name of a type of government-be restricted to an accidental mode 
of the Royal regime; and that the word "aristocratic "-like the word " mon­
archical "-be used in connection with Constitutional government only to refer to 
a quality or feature that can be common to any form of such government (albeit 
usually present only in a polity), and so does not name a distinct constitution 
comparable in any way to polity, democracy, and oligarchy. 
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Politics is primarily concerned with a third criterion of injus­
tice-distinct from the injustice of tyranny and from the 
injustice of despotism. It is an attempt to define, not the 
justice of Constitutional government in contrast to the justice 
of Royal government, but the justice of the constitution itself 
in contrast to the sort of injustice which can occur in a consti­
tution when it is constructed democratically or oligarchically. 
Hence if what are merely accidental modes of a form of gov­
ernment cannot be compared with respect to justice, oligarchy, 
democracy, and polity must not be regarded as accidental 
modes of Constitutional government, as monarchy and 
aristocracy are accidental modes of Royal government. 

(4) To understand what they are, it is,necessary to examine 
the Aristotelian discussion of these three regimes, two pure 
and one mixed. "A Constitution," says Aristotle," is an organi­
zation of offices which all the citizens distribute among them­
selves, according to the power which different classes possess, 
for example, the rich and the poor, or according to some prin­
ciple or equality which includes both." 493 There are, as we 
have seen, two sorts of offices: the indefinite office of citizen­
ship itself, and the definite offices of government. Hence one 
constitution will differ from another primarily according to the 
criterion by which men are admitted to or excluded from citi­
zenship, and secondarily according to the criterion by which 
men are regarded as qualified to hold governmental office.494 

••• Politics, IV, 3, B!90•7-10. And he goes on: "There will, therefore, be as many 
modes of (Constitutional) government as there are ways of arranging the offices"­
according to these criteria. 

494 It should be observed at once that the way in which the governmental offices 
are themselves arranged, or grouped into different organs of government, has no 
bearing whatsoever on the justice of the constitution, though it may be quite 
relevant to the efficiency of the government. Thus, whether the government is set 
up with three principal organs, such as the Roman consulship, senate, and tribunate, 
or whether a legislature consists only of one house or is bicameral, or whether the 
chief executive is a prime minister, heading a body of ministers all of whom are 
seated in the legislature, or a president with a cabinet not seated in the legislature-­
all these are accidental differences in governmental organization that have no bearing 
whatsoever on the justice of the constitution. They do not enter, therefore, into 
Aristotle's theory of the mixed regime in relation to the pure regimes, for his 
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Now since a Constitutional regime is required, in justice, only 
where enough men are radically equal in virtue and have some 
capacity to rule as well as to obey, inequality in virtue cannot 
be the cause of diversity in constitutions. Only one qualitative 
criterion remains, namely, wealth, its possession or lack. 
Though this criterion is associated with vice in the simple­
minded sixfold classification, in which oligarchy and democracy 
are classified as if they necessarily involved the injustice of 
tyranny, there is no necessary connection between vice (i. e., 
the cause of either despotism or tyranny) and wealth or pov­
erty. By dissociating wealth and poverty from vice, we come 
to the true definitions,of oligarchy and democracy as just gov­
ernments, in that they are constitutional and neither tyrannical 
nor despotic, but governments which nevertheless involve con­
stitutional injustice, i. e., injustice in the construction of their 
constitutions. " Democracy arises out of the notion that those 
who are equal in any respect are equal in all: because men are 
equally free, they claim to be absolutely equal. Oligarchy is 
based on the notion that those who are unequal in one respect 
are in all respects unequal; being unequal in property, the 
wealthy suppose themselves. to be unequal absolutely. 
These forms of government have a kind of justice but, 
measured by an absolute standard, they are faulty." 496 

analysis is concerned with the justice and injustice of diverse constitutions. Aristotle 
is concerned, not with how governmental offices are arranged, but with the qualifica­
tions of office-holders, and hence he is concerned with the qualifications for the 
most important of all offices-the basic office of citizenship. Failure to separate these 
considerations from the problem of governmental organization caused Polybius and 
Cicero to present a theory of the mixed regime which emphasized the accidentals 
rather than the essentials of the problem. Vd. fn. 471 supra. What is true of the 
Ciceronian version is also true to some extent of the Thomistic and the modern 
versions. But, unlike the modern versions, both the Ciceronian and Thomistic 
versions contain, though they conceal, the essential fact about the mixed regime­
namely, that it is a mixture of diverse classes in the population (patricians and 
plebeians, nobles and commons), giving to each some share in the government, as 
well as admitting both to citizenship, though not on equal terms in either respect. 

••• Politics, V, 1, 1801•fl9-87. Cf. ibid., 1801h86-180fl•7: "Men agree that justice 
is proportional, but they differ in that some think that if they are equal in any 
respect, they are equal absolutely; others that if ·they are unequal in any respect, 
they should be unequal in all. Hence there are two principal forms of government, 
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There are two respects in which the members of a constitu­
tional state are equal: (a) political capacity, and (b) freedom. 
Precisely understood, freedom is based on equality in natural 
powers of all men who are not natural slaves. The respects in 
which the members of a constitutional state may be unequal 
are also twofold: either (a) in wealth, or (b) in the intensity 
of the virtue or political capacity which all possess to some 
degree. Now, abstracting for the moment from inequality in 
degree of virtue or political capacity, the essential distinction 
between democracy and oligarchy turns on whether citizenship 
and governmental office shall be open to all free men or whether 
citizenship and governmental office shall be restricted to some 
free men, who have more wealth (and with it, of course, more 
leisure) than the others. Subordinate to this essential distinc­
tion, there are many accidental variants of both democracy and 
oligarchy; the most extreme type of democracy is one which 
admits even artisans and mechanics to citizenship simply be­
cause they are not domestic servants; 496 the most extreme type 

democracy and oligarchy, for good birth and virtues are rare, but wealth and 
numbers are more common .... The inference is that both kinds of equality should 
be employed: numerical in some cases, and proportionate in others." Cf. Politics, 
ill, 9, 10, 18. 

••• Vd. Politics, IV, 6, 1298•1-6. We must remember that, in Aristotle's opinion, 
all' the laboring classes in the population should be regarded as servants of the 
state; if not actually enslaved, they should at least be disfranchised. Vd. Politics, 
VI, 4, 1819b2-10; and VII, 8, 9. Aristotle, therefore, regarded the Periclean democ­
racy as extreme, because it granted citizenship to all the native born who were not in 
domestic servitude. Even so, we must remember, the Athenian citizenship at the 
time of Pericles was approximately 40,000; whereas the disfranchised consisted of 
25,000 metics or resident aliens, largely engaged in commerce or manufacturing, 
and upward of 100,000 slaves, private or public. Aristotle's disapproval of the 
Periclean democracy was not based mercly on the fact that the poorer citizens 
had to be paid for service in public office, to recompense them for their loss of 
income; nor on the related fact that the poor lacked leisure and suffered from the 
demeaning effects of manual or menial labor (vd. Politics, IV, 4, 1291b40). His 
most serious objection was directed against the democratic practice of selecting men 
for administrative or judicial office by a lottery which involved the entire citizenship. 
This practice presupposed that the equality which entitled all to be citizens also 
made it indifferent which were chosen for the various magistracies or official func­
tions. Aristotle rightly criticized the selection of officials by lot as the crucial 
weakness, the typical injustice, of democracy, for it converted equality in one respect 
(free birth) into equality in all respects. Even if wealth or noble birth should not 
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of oligarchy is one which insists upon a very high property 
qualification for office-holders, and a fairly large amount of 
wealth as a condition of citizenship.497 There are, in short, 
many types of both democracy and oligarchy. varying not only 
in terms of the definition of " freeman ".or in terms of property 
qualifications, but also with regard to the way in which govern­
mental offices are arranged, whether selection for office is deter­
mined by election or by lot, etc.498 But though these sub-types 
seem to range somewhat continuously from the democratic 
extreme at one end to the oligarchical extreme at the other, they 
are aU accidental variants, and do not alter the essential dis­
tinction in principle between democracy and oligarchy as two 
pure, and therefore partly unjust, forms of Constitutional 
government. 

To understand how polity (i. e., the mixed constitution) 
remedies the injustice of the democratic and the oligarchical 
constitutions, we must see how the injustice of each is opposite 
to the injustice of the other. Under a democratic constitution, 
injustice is done to the rich-even when the poor, having the 
superior power of numbers, do not oppress them 499-because 
inequality of wealth is not made a principle of distributive jus­
tice in the distribution of offices (both citizenship and magis­
tracies) ,500 Under an oligarchical constitution, injustice is done 

be a qualification for office-holding, at lei!St it can be said that differences in degree 
of competence should be considered in the selection of magistrates. To neglect such 
differences is unjust, even as it is unjust to treat equals llliequally. For Aristotle's 
discussion of selection by lot, vd. Politics, H, 11, �1�~�7�3 "�1�7�;� II, �1�~�,� �1�~�7�4 "�4�;� VI, 2, 
I:ll7bl!J-20, �1�3�1�8 "�~�-�3�;� VI, 3, 131Sb. 

497 Vd. Politics, IV, II, 1293•13-34. Cf. ibid., 5, �l�~�9�:�i�l�b�4�;� and VI, 6. 
498 Books IV and VI are largely devoted to the description of all the accidental 

�v�~�,�r�i�a�t�i�o�n�s� in type with which Aristotle'was acquainted. Cf. fn. 494 supra. 
••• This qualification is very important. n it were not added, it might be supposed 

that the essential injustice of the democratic constitution consisted in a misrule of 
the rich by the poor. Such misrule does, of course, occuriwhen democracy degen­
erates into despotism and tyranny, but since a democracy need not be tyrannicall, 
and cannot be despotic so long as it is Constitutional government, the essential 
injustice of democracy must be separated from the other injustices which occur with 
democratic degenerations. 

50° Cicero, for example, said that democracy results in injustice because " it 
allows for no �d�i�s�t�i�n�~�t�i�o�n�s� in rank "-according to wealth, or nobility of birth. Vd, 
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to the free who are poor-even when the rich, having the supe­
rior power of wealth, do not oppress them 501-because radical 
equality in virtue (i. e., political capacity to rule as well as to 
obey) is not made a principle of distributive justice in the dis­
tribution of offices (both citizenship and magistracies). Now 
if we suppose, as Aristotle did, that inequality in wealth de­
serves political recognition and should be made a principle of 
distributive justice, i. e., the basis for a proportional, hence 
unequal, distribution of civil status and authority; and if, 
furthermore, we suppose that equality in natural powers de­
serves political recognition and should be made a principle of 
distributive justice, i. e., the basis for a numerical, hence equal, 
distribution of civil status and authority; then we can see that 
democratic injustice and oligarchical injustice are both opposite 
and complementary, for the one denies the proportional aspect 
of distributive justice, and the other denies the numerical 
aspect of distributive justice.502 Hence, because they are com-

fn. 478 supra. Both Aristotle and St. Thomas shared this false oligarchical prejudice, 
which must not be confused with the truth of the aristocratic principle which 
should qualify every just form of Constitutional government, namely, that individual 
inequalities in merit be recognized by placing men of superior competence in the 
impgrtant offices of government. V d. fn. 492 and 496 supra. But certainly neither 
the possession of wealth nor the accident of one's family position is a reliable sign 
of political merit, i. e., of the possession of political competence to a more than 
average degree. Cf. fn. 508 and 516 infra. 

Throughout this discussion we must keep distinct two grounds for criticizing the 
peculiarly democratic injustice of regarding all who are citizens as equally qualified 
to hold almost any governmental office, choosing them for such offices by lot rather 
than by election. There is the criticism which is based on the oligarchical prejudice 
that wealth should be a qualification for office, if not for citizenship. And there is 
the criticism which appeals to the aristocratic principle that special competence 
should be the qualification for special functions, and therefore the election of 
officials should replace selection by lot. Although we think that only the second 
of these criticisms is based upon a just principle, the injustice of that which is 
criticized-the neglect or denial of inequalities in competence-remains. The fact 
that the oligarchical principle is not the proper corrective of the democratic error 
does not make the latter any less a violation of distributive justice. 

" 01 The significance of this qualification is the same as in the democratic case. 
Vd. fn. 499 supra. 

••s Two points should be observed here. In the first place, as already indicated 
(vd. fn. 500 supra), we do not accept the oligarchical ground for criticizing the 
democratic injustice. We do not think that inequality in wealth is, absolutely 
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plementary injustices, justice can be done by rectifying each 
through amelioration by the other, and this is accomplished 
by the mixed constitution of the polity. 

Aristotle begins to consider the polity in Chapter 7 of Book 

speaking, a principle of proportionality in distributive justice; though we can under­
stand how, relative to Greek economic conditions, some exemption from labor and 
some possession of leisure could be justified as a qualification for citizenship or 
office holding. We shall return to a more general discussion of this problem in 
Part V. Aristotle's error about wealth in relation to justice is, along with his 
error about slavery, the obstacle which prevents the Aristotelian analysis from 
being a perfectly true statement of the principles of political �j�~�s�t�i�c�e�.� Vd. fn. 487 
supra. We shall, however, proceed here without correcting that error, as we have 
so far proceeded on the false assumption about slavery, in order to make an 
accurate stat-ement of the Politics in its own terms. We wish to do this, not merely 
for the sake of scholarly precision, but more fundamentally because the Aristotelian 
errors contain, in principle, truths which they conceal. We shall subsequently show 
that the whole truth of the Theory of Democracy is contained in the Aristotelian 
principles of analysis, when they are understood formalissime by abstracting them 
from the historical limitations of the Greek period, which limitations are the cause 
of Aristotle's own erroneous formulation of these principles. 

In the second place, it is inaccurate and misleading to describe the democratic 
constitution as one which offers freedom to the many. Although Aristotle says 
something like this, he is reporting both the popular and the Platonic opinion on 
the matter, and not the precise analytical point of distinction between democracy 
and oligarchy. " The basis of the democratic state is liberty, which, according to the 
common opinion of men, can only be enjoyed in such a state. This they affirm to be 
the great end of every democracy" (Politics, VI, 2, 1317"40-13171'2). Cf. Politics, 
IV, 4, H!9lb35; and V, 9, 1310825-35. But this can only mean that more men have 
the perfect freedom of citizenship in a democracy than in an oligarchy. If subjection 
is also recognized as an imperfect dominion of freedom, as it must be, then all who 
are not natural slaves (domestic or civic) are free under any just form of govern­
ment, for whether they be ruled as subjects or as citizens, men are free when they 
live under just government-i. e., government which serves the common good. 
Hence the ambiguity of freedom (as including both subjection· and citizenship) 
makes imprecise the contrast between oligarchy and democracy in terms of freedom. 
It is much more accurately stated as a difference in the number who are admitted 
to citizenship, i.e., some or all of those who are not natural slaves. Moreover, 
according to Aristotle, giving perfect freedom (citizenship and eligibility for office) 
to all equally is unjust because it deprives the rich of the pre-eminence Aristotle 
thought was due to superior wealth. Hence, instead of using freedom and wealth to 
discriminate between democracy and oligarchy, we should say that the one 
emphasizes equality to the exclusion of inequality, and the other emphasizes 
inequality to the exclusion of equality. As we shall subsequently show, the perfectly 
just constitution is one which denies that wealth, or ·any similar accident, justifies 
inequality, but which nevertheless recognizes the inequality as well as the equality 
among men in the distribution of offices, even including that of citizenship. 
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IV, after he has defined monarchy and aristocracy as modes of 
Royal government (in Book HI, Chapters 14-18) ,503 and after 
he has defined democracy and oligarchy as the pure forms of 
Constitutional government (in Book III, Chapters 9, 10, and 
in Book IV, Chapters 2-6) , concluding with observations about 
the corruption of both into despotism when their constitutions 
are overthrown, tending ultimately to 3! tyrannical use of des­
potic power (in Book IV, Chapters 4, 5, 6). When Aristotle 
says it is generally supposed that democracy and oligarchy are 
the two principal types of Constitutional government,504 he is 
reporting an observation that is true in fact for the most part, 
because these were in his day the two most frequent embodi­
ments of Constitutional government; but he does not intend 
to agree that the observation is true in principle. In addition 
to these two, he insists, there is a third type of Constitutional 
government. "This is not common, and therefore has not been 
noticed by writers who attempt to enumerate the different 
kinds of government." 505 This is the regime " which retains 
the generic name of polity or constitutional government." 506 

The fundamental character of the polity is to be understood 
in terms of the previous consideration of democracy and oli­
garchy as unjust constitutions, "for polity or constitutional 
government may be described as a fusion of oligarchy and 
democracy." 507 In other words, all three-polity, democracy, 

603 One passage in Chapter 7 of Book IV confirms, by the way, the previous 
classification of aristocracy as a mode of Royal government, r!tther than as a 
sub-form of Constitutional government. Cf. fn. 489 and 492 supra. 

504 Politics, IV, 3, 1290•13. 
505 Politics, IV, 7, 1293•40. 
506 Politics, IV, 7, 1293"39. Italics ours. This fact about the name of the uncom­

mon type is very significant. To call the mixed regime a "polity" is to name it, not 
as one mode of Constitutional government, but as embodying the very essence of 
Constitutional government. Oligarchy and democracy are, in a sense, perversions of 
polity because they each depart, in a different direction, from the justice proper to 
Constitutional government, as that is embodied in a mixed constitution. They are 
not, however, perversions in the same sense as are tyranny and despotism. Vd. 
Politics, IV, 8, 1293b25-28. Cf. Politics, III, 7, Hl79•37-39. 

507 Politics, IV, 8, 1293b32-34. " The fusion goes no further than the attempt to 
unite the freedom of the poor and the wealth of the rich. . .. The mixture of 
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and oligarchy-agree in their fundamental character as Con­
stitutional government, but polity, having the most just consti­
tution, deserves to be called by the name which is common to 
all. Its greater justice results, as we have seen, from rectifying 
the opposed and complementary inj}lstices peculiar to democ­
racy and oligarchy. Aristotle describes three ways in which 
this rectification through fusion is accomplished.508 But, how-

these two elements, that is to say, of the rich and the poor, is to be called a polity" 
(ibid., 1294"16-28). 

••• Vd. Politics, IV, 9, 1294"85-1294b18. Oligarchy disfranchises the poor, and 
this is unjust if they are radically equal in competence with the rich. Democracy 
does not give special privileges to the rich, and this is deemed unjust by' all those 
who suffer from the oligarchical delusion that wealth, or nobility of birth, is usually 
associated with a higher degree of competence. Vd. fn. 500 supra. Accepting this 
prejudice for the moment, we can understand how polity is, in Aristotle's view, a 
fusion of the justice of democracy with the justice of oligarchy, by ameliorating the 
injustice peculiar to each; for it both enfranchises the poor, which is just, and it 
gives special privileges to the rich, which is deemed just. 

The fusion of democracy and oligarchy can also be formulated in terms of ways 
of combining the democratic extension of citizenship with the oligarchical selection 
of officials. Vd. Politics, IV, 15, in which Aristotle considers the determining factors 
in appointment to office. Appointment may be by all the citizens, or by some only; 
the magistrates may be ahosen from all, or only from those " who are distinguished 
by' a property qualification, or by birth, or merit " (1800"17) ; and they may be 
appointed by vote or by lot. In terms of these factors, combined in different ways, 
Aristotle is able to characterize democracy and oligarchy, and to show how polity 
can be a compromise between them. 

It may be asked why polity has to be a compromise. Why must the polity retain 
the oligarchical injustice of giving the wealthy or well-born some special privileges, 
offsetting this by retaining the democratic injustice of the lottery in the case of 
some offices? Another alternative is at least conceivable, namely, the retention of 
the democratic justice of admitting all the freeborn to citizenship, without regard 
to property qualifications, and the correction of the democratic injustice of making 
all citizens eligible for office by lottery. But though such a constitution is con­
ceivable it is not a mixed constitution, because it completely repudiates oligarchy, 
refusing to recoguize wealth or noble birth as a qualification either for citizenship 
or office. Furthermore, the Greek democrats would have opposed such a constitution 
on their side, almost as much as the oligarchs would have on theirs, because the 
principle of the lottery was regarded as a special mark of the democratic constitu­
tion, giving to all the citizens not merely the freedom of such status, but a 
freedom perfected by an opportunity for participation in the functions of govern­
mental office. Aristotle's conception of the polity as a mixed constitution must first 
be understood in terms of the Greek situation, and only thereafter abstractly in 
terms of the principles of justice. A mixed constitution was needed to resolve the 
opposition between the oligarchical and democratic extremes, and it could not be 
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ever achieved, the result is the same. " We have a true union 
of oligarchy and democracy when the same state may be 

mixed without being a compromise between them. Even though it is a compromise, 
the polity is more just than oligarchy or democracy, because, though neither the 
injustice of the one nor the injustice of the other is totally corrected, each is some­
what ameliorated: the oligarchical injustice of making wealth a qualification for 
citizenship can be eliminated without completely correcting the related injustice 
of making wealth a qualification for some offices; the democratic injustice of regard­
ing all citizens as equally eligible for office can be diminished by restricting the 
number and character of the offices to which appointment occurs by lot rather than 
by election. We have suggested merely one of many ways in which the compromise 
can be effected. The main point here is that the polity by its very nature as a 
mixed constitution cannot be a perfectly just constitution. It is simply more just 
than democracy and oligarchy, and its superiority must be understood in relation to 
the democratic and oligarchical prejudices which actually prevailed in Greek political 
life and thought. 

Let us suppose these prejudices to be overcome. Then we can conceive a perfectly 
just constitution, which considers both radical equality in habit and accidental 
inequality in degree of competence, in determining the distribution of political office: 
the basic office or status of citizenship must be given to all who are radically. equal 
in their human powers as these are developed by political habits; the special govern­
mental offices should be awarded to those who, through the accidents of individual 
differences, come to possess this common competence in a superior degree, the 
more important ruling offices going to the more competent, the less to the less. The 
constitution thus conceived is not the Aristotelian polity, not the Greek oligarchy, 
nor even the Greek democracy, for the latter did not question the disfranchisement 
of the slaves and the metics; and, what is more important, it persisted in the fallacy 
of egalitarianism-the complementary opposite to the oligarchical delusion-which 
sees only a radical equality among men, and denies or neglects their individual 
differences, or differences in degree of power or virtue. Cf. Maritain, Ransoming the 
Time, New York, 1941: pp. 8-16. 

The Greek democracies anticipated the distributive justice of the perfect constitu­
tion to the extent that they extended the franchise by rejecting the false qualifications 
of wealth or noble birth. The Aristotelian polity approximated the just constitution 
on another count, namely, the introduction of special merit as a criterion for 
appointment to office by election rather than by lot. But even as the democratic 
constitution fell far short of justice with respect to the distribution of the franchise, 
so the polity represents a very imperfect approximation to the just constitution, 
because it is never completely free from the oligarchical delusion. The fundamental 
democratic insistence upon the radical equality of men must be tempered by the 
aristocratic, not the oligarchical, principle, that individual inequalities call for an 
unequal distribution of political honors-not with respect to the fundamental status 
of citizenship, of course, but with respect to the hierarchy of special functions 
allocated to diverse governmental offices. The just constitution, in short, combines 
equality and hierarchy, even as it preserves perfect freedom without loss of essential 
authority. The constitution in which distributive justice is both complete and 
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termed either a democracy or an oligarchy; those who use both 
names evidently feel that the fusion is complete. Such a fusion 
there is also in the mean; for both extremes appear in it." 508 

The chief obstacle in the way of constituting a polity is ex­
tremes of wealth and poverty-a small number of very rich 
men and a large number of very poor ones. That is why a large 
middle class, representing the mean between the extremes of 
poverty and wealth, is conducive to the formation of a polity.510 

Now since it is of the very nature of a commonwealth (a con­
stitutional state) to be" composed, as far as possible, of equals 
and similars ... the state which is composed largely of middle­
class citizens is necessarily best constituted in respect of the 
elements of which we say the fabric of the state naturally 
consists." 511 

unblemished is Democracy, as we shall show in Part V infra. It is not democracy 
in the Greek sense, nor is it a mixed constitution in any sense. The fact that both 
the polity and democracy remotely anticipate the perfect justice which is possible 
in tbe truly Democratic constitution must not mislead us. Cf. fn. 511 infra. 

609 Vd. Politics, IV, 9, �1�~�9�4�b�1�4�-�1�6�.� 
610 Vd. Politics, IV, 11, �1�~�.� 
611 Politics, IV, 11, �U�9�5�b�~�5�-�~�9�.� " Thus it is manifest that the best political com­

munity is formed by the citizens of the middle class" (ibid., �1�~�9�5�h�8�5�)�.� Cf. ibid., 
V, I, �1�8�0�~�"�1�8�-�1�5�:� "a government which is composed of the middle class is the 
most stable (most free from dissension and faction) of the imperfect forms of 
government." (Italics ours.) This passage would appear to be contradictory to the 
ones previously cited, which praise the mixed constitution as the best state. The 
apparent contradiction is removed, however, when we remember that "perfect" 
means " ideal " in the totally impractical sense of something impossible on earth. 
Vd. fn. 489 supra. 

It should be observed that, according to Aristotle, there are two ways in which 
the mixed constitution. can come into being: either (1) through some sort of 
compromise of oligarchy with democracy, achieved in any one of the three ways 
Aristotle mentions (vd. fn. 508 supra); or �(�~�)� through the predominance of a 
large middle class between the extremes of wealth and poverty. The second of these 
is better than the first, not merely because it reduces the tendency toward faction 
and decreases the likelihood of a relapse into oligarchy or democracy, but also 
because a state in which the majority of the citizens are of the middle class 
approaches tbe Democratic ideal of the classless society. No Republican state can 
realize this ideal, because by its very nature Republican government involves class 
distinctions, exclusions from citizenship, and oligarchical privileges of one sort or 
another. That is why the theory of the mixed regime is relevant only to the 
Republican form of ·Constitutional government. There can be no mixed Democratic 
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Because of the fact that Aristotle does dwell at length on the 
greater stability of the polity, especially when there is a large 
middle class, it has often been supposed that his preference 
for the polity rests merely on its greater expediency, its resist­
ance against those tendencies to corruption to which democra­
cies and oligarchies usually succumb.512 But to suppose this 
is to overlook the much more important fact that the mixed 
regime, or polity, is absolutely superior in the justice of its 
constitution to the two pure regimes out of which it is com­
posed. We cannot, therefore, speak of these three regimes as 
accidental modes of the essential form of Constitutional gov­
ernment. Wherever regimes differ in justice, they differ 
essentially, not accidentally. Hence we must regard polity, 
democracy, and oligarchy as sub-forms of Constitutional 
government, related to it as true species to a genus.513 

constitution, any more than there can be a mixed Royal regime. Strictly speaking, 
the distinction between pure and mixed constitutions applies only to Republican 
governments. Cf. fn. 492 supra. 

519 " Those states are likely to be well administered in which the middle class is 
larger, and stronger if possible, than either singly; for the addition of the middle 
class turns the scale, and prevents either of the extremes from being dominant" 
(Politics, IV, 11, 129fibS7-89). " Where the middle class is large, there are least 
likely to be factions or dissensions" (ibid., 12968 7-8). "The more perfect the 
admixture of the political elements, the more lasting will be the constitution " 
(Politics, IV, 12, 1297"7-8) . " These considerations will help us to understand why 
most governments are either democratical or oligarchical. The reason is that the 
middle class is seldom numerous, and whichever party, the rich or the common 
people, transgresses the mean and predominates, draws the constitution its own 
way, and thus arises either oligarchy or democracy" (Politics, IV, 11, 1296"22-28). 

518 Vd. fn. 289 supra, in which we pointed out that we used "Constitutional" as 
a generic name, divided against " Royal," and that in Part V we would use 
" Republican " and " Democratic " as specific names, dividing Constitutional govern­
ment as a genus, and divided against each other as its inferior and superior species. 
This indicates that the true analysis we shall reach in Part V is here being fore­
shadowed by the half-true Aristotelian analysis, in so far as the latter sets up a 
classification which is formally, though not materially, the same: first, a basic 
essential distinction between Royal and Constitutional government, in which the 
latter is more just absolutely; and second, a subordinate essential distinction, 
within the sphere of Constitutional government, between democracy or oligarchy 
(opposite, though unequal, in their injustice) and polity, the later being more 
just absolutely; and hence, according to Aristotle, absolutely the most just 
form of government, as we shall subsequently show Democracy (not democracy) 
to be. 

When we say that, according to Aristotelian principles, the mixed constitution 
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(5) Those who still cling to the hi-columnar sixfold classifi­
cation of pure regimes, with its necessarily false conception of 
the mixed regime as a fusion of the three pure ones in the good 

or polity is the ideal form of human government, i. e., the most just, absolutely con­
sidered, we are not forgetting these three things: first, that, though this conclusion 
flows from Aristotelian principles, it is false, because those principles include the 
basic error about natural slavery and the oligarchical prejudice concerning the 
political privileges which should be accorded the wealthy or noble born; second, 
that Aristotle violates his own principles by regarding absolute monarchy as the 
ideal or most perfect form of government in terms of the inapplicable standard of 
Divine rule; third, that quite apart from his own principles, Aristotle permits him­
self to describe what he considers to be the ideal state in terms which show it to 
be, not a polity, but an oligarchy modified by certain aristocratic1 provisions. 
Vd. Politics, Vlll, 8-10, wherein the ideal constitution explicitly excludes from 
citizenship, not only slaves and metics, but also all the laboring classes in the 
population; and cf. Politics, IT, 9-1!!, where Aristotle praises the Spartan and other 
clearly oligarchical constitutions as approximating the ideal. According to the 
principles of justice set forth in Book V, the exclusion of some freemen from 
citizenship because they are unequal in wealth or leisure to other freemen is as 
unjust as giving equal shares of political status and privilege to freemen who are 
unequal in wealth. or leisure. 

Thus we see that Aristotle uses the word "ideal" with three meanings: (1) a 
Platonic meaning which violates his own basic distinction between Royal and 
�C�o�n�s�t�i�t�u�t�i�o�~� government; (!!) a meaning which expresses hiS own oligarchical 
prejudices against democracy, even though those prejudices cannot be defended 
against his own theory of the just constitution, i. e., of what is just and unjust in 
constitutional provisions concerning citizenship and office-holding; (S) a meaning 
which is completely true to his own theory of constitutional justice. The first 
meaning sets up an ideal that is both false and impracticable-the ideal of Divine 
government is impracticable in human affairs, and the ideal of absolute monarchy 
as the most perfect fomi of human government is false. The second meaning sets 
up an ideal that is quite practicable, but also quite false by reference to Aristotle's 
principles of justice: this is the " ideal constitution " according to Book VIll and 
Book IT. The third meaning sets up an ideal that is both practicable and true by 
reference to Aristotle's principles of justice: this is the ideat or most perfect constitu­
tion according to Books IV and V-the mixed constitution or polity. But, as we 
have already seen and as we shall completely prove in Part V infra, even this 
ideal is false, not in Aristotelian terms, but by reference to Aristotle's errors about 
slavery, wealth, and noble birth. By correction of these errors, we shali come to 
the true and thoroughly practicable ideal of Democracy. In the following discussion, 
however, we shall proceed in terms of Aristotelian principles of justice, not under­
stood formalissime, but taken under the material limitations of a certain, perhaps 
inescapable, historic blindness to the whole truth. Nevertheless, enough truth is 
seen in Aristotle's Politics to show why it is the polity described in Book IV, not 
the constitution Aristotle himself seems to like in Book VID, that anticipates the 
true and practicable ideal. 
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column, may wish to know why Aristotle omits monarchical 
and aristocratic elements from his definition of the mixed 
regime. The answer is that he does not omit them in one way, 
though he does in another. The monarchical element may be 
included in so far as in any sub-form of Constitutional govern­
ment; one man may preside in the administrative process of 
government, especially in its executive phases. The fact that 
monarchy in this sense-and only in this sense-may be pres­
ent in democracies and oligarchies, as well as in polities, shows 
that it does not enter into the essence of the polity as a mixed 
regime. Furthermore, we must not overlook the ambiguity of 
the word " monarch " when we use it to name the one man 
who happens to occupy the constitutional office of chief magis­
trate and when we use it to name a king having the status of 
royal sovereignty. The latter is an absolute ruler, absolute in 
power and unlimited in function. The former is not absolute 
in any way; for, unlike the king, being equal in status to the 
people he rules, he is only an office-holder with limited juridical 
power and with limited governmental functions. That is why 
Aristotle said " Constitutional monarchy is not a distinct form 
of government." There is, moreover, a third meaning in the 
ambiguity of " monarchy " when the king in a regimen regale 
et politicum is called " monarch " ; such a man is a middle case 
between the truly Royal monarch and the Constitutional chief 
magistrate, for he has quasi-sovereign status and is also like an 
office-holder; he has absolute power, but he is limited in func­
tion.514 The middle case of the intermediate regime (regimen 
regale et politicum) is relevant to the problem of the mixed 
regime only in so far as it involves a constitution, albeit practi­
cally defective. It is fallacious to say that the mixed regime can, 

514 Because of this middle case, the phrase " limited monarchy " is also rendered 
ambiguous; it can mean (a) constitutional monarchy, in which the chief magistrate 
is nothing but a limited office-holder, or (b) the regimen regale et politicum, in 
which the king is a limited sovereign. Those who do not discern this possible 
ambiguity, largely because they fail to understand the difference between purely 
Constitutional government and the intermediate form of government which is the 
regimen regale et politicum, tend to regard " limited monarchy " and " constitutional 
monarchy" as synonymous. Vd. fn. 417 supra; and cf. fn. 348 and 374 supra. 
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or must, have a monarchical element in its essential character 
because the regimen regale et politicum may be a mixed regime 
in so far as it is constitutional. Moreover, a regimen regale et 
politicum need not have a mixed constitution, for it could con­
sist of a king, on the one hand, representing the royal element, 
and of the barons or nobles, on the other, representing the im­
perfect sovereignty of the ruled. As a matter of fact, however, 
the mediaeval instances of Royal and Political government 
usually did involve mixed constitutions, for "the people " 
included both the lords and the commons, equal in some 
respects and unequal in others. 

The problem of the aristocratic element in the mixed regime 
is more difficult to solve. Again the ambiguity of a word must 
be resolved, for in one sense of "aristocracy "-the sense in 
which it is an accidental mode of Royal, or absolute, govern­
ment-the mixed regime cannot be a fusion of aristocracy with 
oligarchy and democracy, any more than it could be a fusion 
of absolute monarchy with these two. Since the mixed regime 
is purely constitutional government, any combination of Royal 
with Constitutional elements must be �r�e�g�a�r�d�e�~�a�s� an interme­
diate, not as a mixed, regime. But there is �a�~�o�t�h�e�r� possible 
meaning of the word "aristocracy." It connotes some superi­
ority in virtue on the part of the rulers. Since a radical superi­
ority in virtue, as between rulers and ruled,· is incompatible 
with Constitutional government, the only superiority that is 
possible is one in the degree to which the same virtues are 
possessed by both. Hence, a polity (i. e., a mixed regime) in 
which those who are chosen for governmental offices have such 
superiority-which enables them to perform the functions of 
government more efficiently than men less competent-has an 
"aristocratic aspect." That is all Aristotle can rightly mean 
when he speaks of the admixture of three elements (virtue, 
in addition to wealth and freedom) in the formation of a 
polity.515 Hence, the addition of the aristocratic element, in 

615 " The distribution of authority according to merit is a special characteristic of 
aristocracy, for the principle of an aristocracy is virtue, as wealth is of an oligarchy, 
and freedom of a democracy" (Politics, IV, 8, �1�~�9�4 "�9�-�1�1�)�.� But Aristotle violates 
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this sense, to the polity as a mixed regime does not alter its 

his own analysis-at least verbally-when he goes on to say: " The admixture of 
two elements, that is, the rich and poor, is to be called a polity; and the union of 
the three (virtue in addition to wealth and freedom) is to be called an aristocracy 
or the government of the best" (ibid., 1294"22-24). The union of the three elements 
must either be Constitutional government or Royal government or the intermediate 
form (regimen regale et politicum) . If the union of the three is truly an aris­
tocracy-that is, a mode of Royal government-it cannot be a mixed regime at all, 
for there is no constitution. If the union of the three is a regimen regale et poli­
ticum--that is, an intermediate regime--it cannot be a mixed regime simply, but 
only on its constitutional, and not on its aristocratic (i.e., its Royal) side. Hence, 
in the third alternative, the addition of the third element (choice of superior men 
for governmental functions) does not alter the essential character of the polity as 
a mixed regime, purely constitutional in its generic form of government. In that 
respect, the polity is essentially the same whether or not men who have a higher 
degree of the same virtues all the citizens share, are usually the office-holders. 
Cf. fn. 492 supra. 

Furthermore, Aristotle's discussion here tends to be misleading because of the 
fact that he speaks of the aristocracy as " having a right to this name (i. e., 
government by the best) more than any other type of government except the true 
and the ideal." Whenever Aristotle speaks of " the ideal " in this way, he is 
referring to the Platonic myth of ideal absolute government, not to Royal govern­
ment on earth which, either in its monarchical or aristocratic modes, is obviously 
inferior to Constitutional government by his own consideration of it as just relative 
to the most inferior civil circumstances. Vd. Part IV, Section 3, supra, pp. 508-lli; 
and cf. fn. 489 supra. 

We cannot reiterate too often that the meaning here of "ideal" or "perfect" 
must not be confused with the notion of " the best form of government absolutely " 
as that is contrasted with forms of government which may be best relative to 
particular conditions. The Platonic ideal has no political reality whatsoever, so far 
as human government .is concerned. It has reality only as a conception of Divine 
government. Vd. fn. 481 supra. It is incorrect and misleading, therefore, to say that 
absolute monarchy (the Royal regime) is ideal in the sense of the best form of 
human government absolutely, whereas some other form is best relative to actual 
civil conditions. As a form of human government, the Royal regime must be 
relative to actual civil conditions, and although it may be good relative to a certain 
level of such conditions, it cannot be the best absolutely if that is an inferior level. 
The best form of human government absolutely is the one which is relative to the 
highest possible level of actual civil conditions, and by " possible " here we mean 
" practicably possible." Hence when we speak of Democracy as the political ideal 
we mean a practical possibility, one capable of being realized by men as they are 
or can be. We do not mean an ideal that has no practical relevance for human 
striving, because it is realized only in the sort of government which God can exercise. 

Demongeot fails to recognize the crucial difference between these two meanings 
of " ideal " when, by distinguishing between a speculative and a practical approach 
to the problem of the best regime, he tries to account for the apparently incon­
sistent statements concerning " the best regime " which are to be fo1md in the 
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essential character, though it does increase the justice of its 
constitutiono 515" 

Politics, and in St. Thomas's commentary thereon. (Vd. op. cit., pp. 3 ff.) In the 
meaning of ideal which is proper to politics as a practical human discipline, absolute 
government is in no sense ideal. The mixed regime is the best form for Aristotle, 
not because absolute monarchy is best only under impossible circumstances, but 
because under actual human conditions Royal government can be good only on 
one supposition-the supposition of the inferior conditions of a primitive com­
munity. It is on the hypothesis o:r supposition of inferior and superior civil condi­
tions, having actual historical exemplification, that one form of government can 
be said to be absolutely better than another, though both can be good relatively. 
The supposition that some man can be like God in Yelation to other men is totall.y 
inadmissible in a science of politics concerned with human government. It cannot 
be employed to define the best human government absolutely, or the practicable 
ideal. The practicable ideal is the best government which can be achieved on 
earth, which was for Aristotle the mixed constitution. Vdl. fn. 513 supra. 

Failing to discern the vein of Platonism which runs through Aristotle's Politics, 
St. Thomas's commentary does not give a satisfactory rendering of its basic 
analysis; nor does Demongeot's interpretation of St. Thomas's thought, resting 
primarily on the Commentary, succeed in rectifying the deviations from a doctrine 
which can be folilld in the Politics by expunging the Platonism and by reading 
every passage in the light of truly Aristotelian principles, even if that requires one 
to reject some of Aristotle's own statements as being themselves llil-Aristotelian. 
Cf. fn. 553 infra. 

515" The essential character of the mixed regime is, as we have seen, determined! 
by the fact that it must effect some compromise between the opposite errors of 
oligarchy and democracy. Vd. fn. 508 supra. In effecting such a compromise, it will 
nullify to some extent the oligarchical fallacy of awarding offices to the wealthy and 
also, to some extent, the democratic fallacy of distributing magistracies by lot. 
From these two negatives, an affirmative result is obtained in so far as there is at 
least an opportunity to take merit or special competence into consideration in the 
appointment of men to office by election. In the extremes of oligarchy or democracy, 
offices will be awarded to those who merit them only by chance, not by choice. 
The fact that a polity substitutes choice for chance by permitting merit to be 
considered as a qualification for elective appointment to some offices-----this fact is 
the aristocratic element in the mixed constitution. 

It should be noted that Aristotle does not introduce the principle of aristocracy 
as an alternative to oligarchy in the formation of a mixed constitution, but rather as 
something which may or may not be added to the mixed constitution, which, in 
his view, always includes oligarchical as well as democratic elements. A mixed 
constitution is a mixture of social classes, not a mixture of principles, in Aristotle's 
view. The :rich and the poor are the social classes between which some compromise 
must be effected, not the rich and the virtuous, or the virtuous and the poor, for 
it is possible for either poor or rich to be virtuous (to have special merit or 
competence), but it is not possible for the rich to be poor, or the poor rich. Hence 
Aristotle never conceives the mixed constitution as a fusion of aristocracy with 
democracy, or of aristocracy with oligarchy. That is why we maintain that the 
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A constitution is more just which provides for the choice 
of superior men to occupy governmental offices (superior, of 
course, only in degree of virtue or competence). No constitu­
tion can provide for this except by setting the right qualifica­
tions for office-holding. That the qualifications for office­
holding are less likely to be rightly determined in a democracy 
or in an oligarchy, either because all free men are deemed 
equally competent, or because all wealthy men are deemed 
more competent than the poor, indicates that the greater jus­
tice of the polity, as a mixed regime, is in part determined by 
the fact that its constitution necessarily observes the aristo­
cratic principle in so far as it sets the right qualifications for 
office-holding. The right qualifications will, of course, be largely 
negative in character-consisting in an avoidance of false 
standards of competence, such as wealth or freedom. Beyond 
that, the actual choice of the best men to hold office cannot 
be provided for by a constitution, but must be left in actual 
practice to the prudence and integrity _of the community. 

We have seen that monarchy, in the only sense in which it 
is relevant, does not add anything essential to the character 
of the polity as a mixed regime, because the monarchical ele­
ment can be common to the other two pure forms of Constitu­
tional government. Now we see that aristocracy, in the only 

character of the mixed regime as a fusion of oligarchy and democracy is not 
essentially altered by the addition of the aristocratic principle with respect to 
some elective appointments. 

Furthermore, we insist that Aristotle is wrong in supposing that an essential 
distinction can be found among mixed constitutions, according as . the aristocratic 
principle is added or omitted. The mixed regime must always involve the aristo­
cratic principle to some degree, because, in any compromise between oligarchy and 
democracy, false qualifications for office-holding (the oligarchical) and wrong 
methods of appointment (the democratic) must be somewhat nullified, and, 
negatively at least, this permits the selection of some men for office on the grounds 
of merit or special competence. The aristocratic principle can be completely absent 
from the extremes of oligarchy and democracy, thought it need not be. It cannot 
be absent from the mixed constitution, though it may vary in the degree to which 
it is effectively operative. It can never be perfectly present, because its operation 
is always impeded by the retention of some oligarchical and democratic features in 
the polity. The aristocratic principle can be operative without impediment only in 
the perfectly just constitution-only in a Democracy, as we shall show in Part V 
infra. 
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sense in which it is relevant, does not add anything essential 
to the character of the polity as a mixed regime for an opposite 
reason, namely, that the aristocratic principle enters into the 
essential justice of the polity and is excluded by the essential 
injustice of the two pure regimes. In the only sense in which 
the aristocratic principle can be involved, there is no polity in 
which it is not present to some degree. Hence it may truly be 
said that the aristocratic element does not increase the justice 
which belongs to the mixed constitution, for it is inseparable 
from that justice. 

( 6) The Aristotelian conception of the polity as the only 
mixed regime presents an insuperable difficulty to those who 
still persist in thinking that the hi-columnar sixfold classifica­
tion of the " traditional picture " is Aristotelian, for polity is 
there represented as a pure regime. This single mistake 
accounts for all the errors which arose in later versions of the 
mixed regime. Supposing that there are three pure regimes in the 
left-hand column, one is naturally led to suppose that a mixed 
regime is somehow a fusion of these three. One might still be 
saved from such folly, if one remembered that two of these 
three regimes are modes of absolute government, and that the 
third (i. e., polity) differs essentially from them by being con­
stitutional; or if one remembered the difference between polity 
and democracy, not only as mixed and pure regimes, but also 
as more and less just constitutions under which the many have 
a voice in the government. Forgetting these things, and mak­
ing the false supposition which is the root of error, post­
Aristotelian political thought developed the three erroneous 
theories of the mixed regime which we have already surveyed. 

The worst of these is the utterly simple-minded notion found 
in Rousseau, that the three pure regimes are determined only 
by the number of men found in governmental offices (one, few, 

I 

or many), and hence that the mixed regime is one in which 
offices are so distributed that all three numerical principles are 
represented in the government. 

The best of the three is the Ciceronian version, for, though 
it fails to observe the distinction between polity and democracy, 
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though it tends to identify aristocracy and oligarchy, and 
though it supposes that the three numerical principles should 
be represented in three distinct organs of government, it never­
theless retains the basic Aristotelian point that a mixed consti­
tution is one in which diverse social classes (patricians and 
plebians) have some equality of status as well as inequality in 
rank, function, and power. In the Roman republic, both patri­
cians and plebeians enjoyed the rights and privileges of the 
most fundamental of all republican offices-citizenship. If 
Cicero had understood the Aristotelian conception of the polity, 
he would have been able to see that that precisely covered the 
character of the Roman republic-a fusion of oligarchy (the 
patricians) and democracy (the plebeians), with the monarchi­
cal element represented in the consulship. Being nothing but 
limited office-holders, the consuls do not introduce any trace 
of Royal government, and so the Roman republic is a purely 
constitutional mixed regime, as was the Aristotelian polity. 
Furthermore, Cicero, like Aristotle, regarded the republic as 
an absolutely more just constitution than the unmixed consti­
tutions in which either the patricians or the plebeians predomi­
nated and prevailed. To which it should be added that this 
agreement between Aristotle and Cicero must be understood 
in the light of a more fundamental agreement between them, 
namely, that for a civilized community Constitutional govern­
ment (whether in its mixed or pure forms) is preferable to 
Royal government in either its monarchical or aristocratic 
modes. 

Because mediaeval institutions preempted his field of vision, 
St. Thomas could not conceive the mixed regime as a polity or 
a republic-i. e., as purely Constitutional government, in which 
the chief executive is merely an office-holder. Following Cicero, 
moreover, St. Thomas retained the notion that a mixed regime 
involves a combination of numerical principles-the one, the 
few, and the many-being represented in different organs of 
government, the royal sovereign, the lords, and the commons. 
This notion has no place in the Aristotelian conception of the 
polity, and it should have no place in so far as one is concerned 
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with essential distinctions that have a bearing on the justice 
of regimes, not with accidental arrangements that have a bear­
ing only on their efficiency. Furthermore, whereas Cicero 
clearly judges the mixed constitution to be more just and more 
efficient, it is not quite plain that St. Thomas regards the mixed 
regime as absolutely more just pmrely Royal government. 
This can only mean that he did not fully understand the regi­
men regale et politicum as an intermediate :regime, justified 
in relation to peculiarly mediaeval circumstances, but abso­
lutely more just than purely Royal government (because con­
stitutional in part), and absolutely less just than purely 
Constitutional government (because royal in part). This may 
also account for the fact that St. Thomas did not distinguish 
between a mixed regime (which for Aristotle and Cicero is 
always purely Constitutional government) and an intermediate 
regime. The former is �a�l�w�a�y�s�~� by its very nature, superior to 
the pure regimes, the opposite injustices of which it ameliorates 
by :rectifying each through supplementation by the other. The 
latter is, also by its very nature, always intermediate between 
the pure forms of government (between which it is an histori­
cal bridge) -better than purely Royal government, because 
the sovereign man is not without some constitutional limita­
tions, and less good than purely Constitutional government, 
because the constitutional limitations are defective through 
want of politically enforceable sanctions. Nevertheless, the 
Thomistic account of the mixed regime as a regimen regale et 
politicum does include (on its constitutional side) the one 
point that is essential to the nature of the polity as a mixed 
regime, namely, the combination of diverse social classes, the 
orders or estates which were more sharply divided from one 
another and preserved with greater fixity in the hierarchical 
structure of feudal society than in the Greek or Roman 
worlds.516 So far as it was constitutional, the intermediate 

516 Vd. fn. 50() supra. Neither Cicero nor St. Thomas recognize the point which 
Aristotle had in mind when he praised the constitution that results from the 
predominance of the middle class, as being superior to the mixed 1·egime which 
results from a compromise between oligarchy and democracy. Vd. fn . .'ill supra. 
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regime gave some equality of status to these diverse orders or 
estates (though not as much as was involved in Roman citizen­
ship) , while at the same time recognizing all the inequalities 
of hierarchical social rank in the distribution of political hon­
ors-shares in the sovereignty, i. e., functions and powers. It 
is the hierarchical character of the mediaeval constitution, born 
of feudalism, rather than Greek or Roman class distinctions, 
which persists so long as the regimen regale et politicum per­
sists, and even infects the first modern republics at their 
birth in the revolutionary movements of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries.517 

Both the Roman and the mediaeval view of the mixed constitution-the one 
purely Republican, the other limited, of course, to the constitutional aspect of 
the regimen regale et politicum-embrace rather than avoid a sharp distinction in 
social classes; patricians and plebeians,. lords and commons. Furthermore, if one 
has any respect for the meaning of the word " aristocracy " it is necessary to 
criticize the specious use of the word to describe the Roman or mediaeval mixed 
regime as a fusion of aristocracy and democracy. The Roman �p�a�t�~�i�c�i�a�n�s� and the 
mediaeval lords were oligarchs for the most part, not aristocrats, except accidentally 
in individual instances. There is no ground for father Oberling's remark that St. 
Thomas rejects the Ciceronian conception o£' the mixed regime (which, by the way, 
Father Oberling falsely identifies with the Aristotelian conception), because he 
rejects "the fixed status of its various classes" (The Philosophy of Law of James 
Wilson, p. �~�7�0� and fn. 58, 59). Nor was Mr. Justice Wilson correct in his diagnosis 
of the form of government set up by the American constitution. It was, in the first 
place, a Republic, not a Democracy; and, in the second place, a mixed regime of the 
sort which involved some compromise between oligarchy and democracy. The 
monarchical aspect of it-t-a single chief executive--was, of course, thoroughly 
irrelevant to its character as mixed constitution. Vd. fn. 477 supra. Father Oberling, 
like Demongeot on whom he depends, fails to discriminate between St. Thomas's 
own doctrine and a doctrine that can be constructed by making a collection of 
sentences out of St. Thomas's commentary on the Politics. Vd. fn. 481 supra. 

517 Cf. fn. �5�~�4� infra. We shall return to this last point in Part V, when we 
consider the defective character of modern Republican government in relation to 
the emergence of the truly Democratic constitution. As we shall see, the two steps 
by which the. injustice of the Republican constitution is overcome are (1) the 
abolition of all fixed social classes, and therewith all the unjustified privileges which 
are the essence of oligarchical injustice; �(�~�)� the rectification of unjust disfranchise­
ments consequent upon a restriction of " the people" to a small part of the civic 
population. 

One other point should be observed here. Because of the historical anomaly-the 
regimen regale et politicum---it is necessary to distingnish two meanings of " pure " 
in the description of regimes. In the ancient world, certainly for Aristotle, the 
distinction between pure and mixed regimes occurred only in the sphere of Constitu-
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The version of the mixed regime which modem Thomists 
have drawn from St. Thomas's commentary on the Politics 
has the least analytical relevance to the problem of the forms 
of government, because the conception of any just regime, 
whether Royal or Constitutional or intermediate, or, as Con­
stitutional, whether pure or mixed, will necessarily involve 
such notes as (a) the unity of peace which is the common 
good, (b) the virtue of those who rule or obey for the common 
good, as well as the life of virtue (i. e., happiness) which the 
common good serves, and (c) the dominion of freedom enjoyed 
by the ruled, whether lt be the perfect freedom of �c�i�t�i�~�e�n�s�h�i�p� 
or the imperfect freedom of subjection. It is only with respect 
to wealth and freedom that this modern Thomistic version is 
relevant to the Aristotelian conception of the polity as a mixed 
constitution, for that constitution aims to harmonize both of 
these values, which are exclusively stressed in the extremes 
of oligarchy and democracy. 518 

tiona! government. The Aristotelian discussion is most precisely �u�n�~�e�r�s�t�o�o�d� when 
it is read as an analysis of pure and mixed constitutions. But with the advent of 
the regimen regale et politicum, and thereafter, it is necessary to use the word 
" pure " in opposition to intermediate, as well as in opposition to mixed. In this 
new context, the word " pure " no longer signifies the character of a constitution, 
but rather the character of an essentially distinct form of government. Thus, there 
is purely Royal government and purely Constitutional government, and government 
which is not purely either because it is intermediate between both. The two mean­
ings of " pure" are so independent that we can speak of purely Constitutional 
government which is a mixed regime; and the regimen regale et politicum can be, 
though it need not be, a �m�i�~�e�d� regime, only in so far as it is constitutional. As we 
have seen, it is possible for the constitutional aspect of the regimen regale et 
politicum to be purely oligarchical. In some rare instances, that may even have 
happened historically. 

618 In so far as the mixed constitution tends to abolish false qualifications for 
office-holding or citizenship, and in so far as the mixed constitution is made practi­
cally effective by the predominance of a large middle class, there is, of course, a 
greater likelihood that ·men of superior competence (i.e., having to a higher degree 
the virtue or capacity shared by all the citizens) will come to positions of authority 
and responsibility in the government. To this extent, and only in this sense, it may 
also be said that the mixed constitution places a greater emphasis on virtue than 
do oligarchy and democracy. As for the notes of freedom and unity, it may be said 
that any Constitutional government emphasizes freedom more than any Royal 
government, in so far as it establishes the perfect dominion of freedom which is 
citizenship; whereas Royal government arises primarily from a need for unity, as 
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(7) Next, we must consider the significance of the numerical 
principle in the classification of forms of government. The 
most preposterous misunderstanding .of the Aristotelian analy­
sis is that which pays attention to numbers exclusively, for it 
is certainly obvious that it can make only an accidental differ­
ence whether Royal government is by one man or a few, and 
whether Constitutional government involves a larger or smaller 
number of office-holders.519 Those who consider only numbers 
will never be able to find any essential distinctions among just 
regimes, nor will they ever be able to compare good govern­
ments with respect to grades of justice. Aristotle could not 
have spoken more plainly against this error than he did.520 

we have seen. Vd. fn. 867 and 457 supra. Both in the transition from the 
domestic through the village to the civic community, and in the historical circum­
stances surrounding its feudal origins, Royal government tends to unify groups of 
men who previously settled their disputes by resort to violence and war. Establish­
ing a more inclusive civil community, the authority of the king, as an absolute 
ruler, replaces such anarchy with the reign of government, and therewith the unity 
of a peace that can be enforced by a single sovereignty. 

"History forcibly illustrates another mode in which unlimited monarchy over­
comes obstacles to the progress of civilization, �~�h�i�c�h� representative government 
would have had a decided tendency to aggravate. One of the strongest hindrances 
to improvement, up to a rather advanced stage, is the inveterate spirit of locality . 
. . . I am not aware that history furnishes any example in which a number of 
these political ·atoms or corpuscles have coalesced into a body, and learnt to feel 
themselves one people, except through previous subjection to a central authority 
common to all " (Essay on Representative Government, Ch. IV) . Hence, according 
to Mill, it is by absolute monarchy rather than by representative government 
(i. e., by Royal rather than by Constitutional rule) that a multitude of smaller 
political units is usually "welded into a people, with common feelings of cohesion, 
power enough to protect itself against conquest or foreign aggression, and affairs 
sufficiently various and considerable of its own to occupy worthily and expand to 
fit proportions the social and political intelligence of the population " (ibid.) . For 
these a...""J.d other reasons, says Mill, " kingly government, free from the control ... 
of representative institutions, is the most suitable form ... for the earliest stages 
of any community, not excepting a city-community like those of ancient Greece " 
(ibid.). 

510 Vd. fn. 861 supra. 
••• Vd. Politics, III, 8; and IV, 4, esp. �1�~�9�0�"�8�0�-�8�4�,� where, with respect to Consti­

tutional governments, he says: " It must not be assumed, as some are fond of 
saying, that democracy is simply that form of government in which the greater 
number are sovereign ... nor again is oligarchy that form of government in which 
the few are sovereign." 
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Nevertheless, the numerical principle does have some signi­
cance, To ignore it entirely leads not so much to error as to 
an inadequate analysis. It is necessary to understand its sig­
nificance by ll'elating the nll!merical to the qualitative distinc­
tions involved in the several forms of government, and to their 
grades of justice. 

In the first place, the essential distinction between Royal 
and Constitutional government has a numerical aspect in so 
far as Royal government is justified only relatively to �c�i�r�c�u�m�~� 

stances in which one or a few men have virtue or competence 
lacked by the many, In this situation, the many enjoy only the 
imperfect freedom which is the dominion of subjection. Though 
it does not determine the essential distinction between Royal 
and Constitutional government, this numerical fact has more 
than accidental significance, for it bears on the absolute �i�n�f�e�r�i�~� 

ority .in justice of the Royal regime. Within the sphere of 
Royal government, however, the numerical distinction between 
monarchy and aristocracy has nothing but accidental signifi­
cance. JVlonarchy and aristocracy are merely modes, not essen­
tially disinct sub-forms, of absolute government. They are the 
same in their essential principle-government by men who are 
radically superior in virtue or competence. If they were named 
from this fact, both could be called " aristocratic "-the acci­
dental numerical difference between them being noted by call­
ing the rule by a superior one a " monarchy " and the rule by a 
superior few a "polyarchy." 

In the second place, though numbers have only an accidental 
relationship to wealth and poverty-because great riches 
usually belong to the few-the quantitative distinctions be­
tween democracy and oligarchy, within the sphere of Consti­
tutional government, must not be ignored.521 If the superiority 
of Constitutional over Royal government is connected with the 

521 Vd. Politics, IJ[I, 8; and IV, 4, esp. H!!JOb7-£0 where Aristotle says: "Yet 
oligarchy and democracy are not sufficiently distinguished! merely by these two 
characteristics of wealth and freedom. . .. The form of government is a democracy 
when the free, who are also poor and in the majority, govern, and an oligarchy 
when the rich or the noble-hom govern, they being at the same time few in 
number." 
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fact that the many attain the freedom of citizenship, then, as 
an essentially distinct sub-form of Constitutional government, 
democracy embodies this superiority more than does the 
opposed sub-form, oligarchy, in which citizenship tends to 
be more restricted. That is why oligarchy is so readily confused 
with aristocracy, even though the former is a sub-form of 
Constitutional, the latter an accidental mode of Royal, govern­
ment. In both, it is the few rather than the many who enjoy 
political privileges and honors-who share in the sovereignty. 
It is important to qualify this statement at once by,noting that 
" few " does not signify a quantity equally small· in the two 
cases; the few of an oligarchical constitution will usually be a 
much larger number than the few aristocrats who rule abso­
lutely in Royal government, though however large the oli­
garchical element, it will be small, or a few, by comparison 
with the many who are underpriviliged.522 Concerning the 
extreme types of the democratic and oligarchical constitutions, 
we can express the quantitative aspect of their difference more 
accurately by saying that in the one, all freemen are citizens, 
while in the other, only some are. The mixed constitution of 
the polity resembles the democratic constitution more than the 
oligarchical, in that the predominance of a large middle class 
extends the franchise to a number almost as great as in the 
extreme of democracy. That is why, as Aristotle points out, 
"the polity is generally considered to be a democracy." 523 Yet 
if one is precise in one's observations about the quantitative 

••• V d. Politics, IV, 3, 1290•15-20, where Aristotle points out that those who look 
only at the numerical aspect, and, in addition, fail to note the quantitative 
ambiguity of " few," consider "aristocracy to be a kind of oligarchy, because it 
is the rule of a few." Cf. ibid., IV, 8, l293b35, where Aristotle says that "the name 
' aristocracy ' is usually given to those constitutions which incline toward oligarchy, 
because birth and education are commonly the accompaniments of wealth." This 
indicates the opposite tendency to regard oligarchy as aristocratic, but now not 
merely because the " few " predominate, but also because of the accidental 
advantages which accrue to those who are rich or of fortunate birth. 

523 Politics, IV, 3, 1290315-20. Cf. ibid., IV, 8, �l�~�9�3�b�3�5�,� where he says that "the 
name of ' polity ' is usually given to those constitutions which incline toward 
democracy, as the name 'aristocracy' is given to those which incline toward 
oligarchy." 
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facts, one is compelled to say that the polity, as a mean or 
middle constitution, Hes between the oligarchy and democracy 

respect to the distribution of citizenship and offices; even 
so it is more on the side of democracy, for in a polity, most 
of the freemen being of the large middle class, most of the free­
men are admitted to citizenship, and most indicates a quantity 
which approximates the of extreme democracy rather than 
the few or some of the opposite, the oligarchical, extreme. Thus 
we see that within the sphere of Constitutional government, 
generically considered, the three species differ not only in 
the justice of their constitutions, but also in the number of 
freemen (obviously not the number of all men) who share in 
the sovereignty. Though the numerical aspect of these three 
regimes is accidental, it nevertheless follows as a proper acci­
dent from the essence of each, because the regimes differ with 
respect to distributive justice, and distributive justice consists 
primarily in the allotment of shares in the sovereignty-the 
dominion of citizenship and governmental offices. And accord­
ing to Aristotle's judgment concerning superiority the 
polity or middle constitution, the quantitative determination 

is signified by most, rather than signified by few, or all, 
corresponds to the most just distribution of honors, rights, 
privileges, and functions.524 

624 In our earlier comparisons of the three basic forms of government-Royal, 
Republican, and Democratic-we have already pointed out the numerical aspect of 
the distributive justice proper to each. Vd. the summary at the end of Part III, 
supra, THE THoMIST, IV, £, pp. 339-54•. Our analysis there differs, of course, from 
Aristotle's in that we deny the distinction between natural slaves and. freemen, and. 
see no reason for the disfranchisement of artisans, mechanics, or the laboring classes 
generally. Hence, the distributive justice of what we mean by Democracy is nearest, 
quantitatively, to the distributive justice of what Aristotle means by democracy, 
rather than to the distributive justice of his polity. Aristotle's three Constitutional 
regimes-polity, democracy, and oligarchy-are all sub-forms of what we regard as 
the Republican, not the Democratic, constitution. We agree with Aristotle, there­
fore, with respect to the superior distributive justice of Republican over Royal 
government-the many having a share in the sovereignty, rather than one or few. 
In the light of the economic and cultural peculiarities of his day, we can under­
stand. how Aristotle could justify the exclusion of natural slaves and the laboring 
classes from citizenship, and thus regard an oligarchical constitution as superior to 
extreme democracy. Vd. Politics, VIII, 8-10; and II, 9-1£. Cf. fn. 531 infra. 



THE THEORY OF DEMOCRACY 109 

In the third place, the element of numbers must be consid­
ered in relation to the perversions of just government. Here 
the quantitative aspect varies in significance with the type of 
injustice which determines the precise character of the perver­
sion. The essential nature of tyranny, i. e., the injustice of 
ruling free men as slaves, is not altered by tyrannical power 
being in the hands of one man, or a few, or many,. though the 
efficiency and stability of tyrannical government may vary 
inversely with the number of men who try to exploit the com­
mon good. Nor is the essential nature of despotism, i. e., the 
injustice of ruling equals as unequals (men entitled to be citi­
zens as subjects), affected by the number of men who exercise 
despotic power over their fellows. But because despotic 

Nevertheless, we today see in the extreme democracy of the Greek cities, the formal 
principle of a greater distributive justice than that achieved even by the polity, 
giving to all, rather than most or a few, freemen a share in the sovereignty. But 
even the most extreme democracy that Aristotle could conceive was formally a 
Republic and not a Democracy, in our sense of these terms, because the meaning of 
" freeman " was far from being coextensive with the meaning of " man." Using the 
term " freeman " in the restrictive sense of the Greeks, we can compare the distribu­
tive justice of Greek democracy (a sub-species of Republican government) with the 
distributive justice of real Democracy (a species of Constitutional government, 
superior to its Republican form) by saying that in the former all freemen are 
cit:izens, and in the latter all normal men are citizens. We shall, of course, return to 
a much fuller discussion of this point in Part V, when we complete the analysis of 
Republican vs. Democratic government. 

The so-called " ideal of liberty " must be understood in terms of the principle of 
justice. The ideal of liberty is achieved by different regimes according to the sort 
of freedom which the ruled possess, and according to the degrees to which smaller 
or larger numbers of men possess such freedom. In a Royal government, only the 
rulers have perfect freedom; the rest have only the imperfect freedom of subjection. 
Under Constitutional government, those who are ruled as citizens have perfect 
freedom, but the number of those who have such freedom varies according to the 
restricted or enlarged distribution of citizenship that is to be found in oligarchy as 
compared with a democracy or a polity. The ideal of liberty is properly associated 
with the ideal of Democracy only in the sense that this regime aims at the maxi­
mum, or most just, distribution of the political status that is perfect freedom. If the 
word " freedom " be used in separation from the distinction between perfect and 
imperfect, and apart from considerations of distributive justice, it can be said that 
liberty is the ideal of every regime that is just in so far as it aims at the common 
good, because, aiming at the common good, government may subject men, but it 
never enslaves them. The fundamental notion of a free man is one who is ruled as 
an end, rather than used as a means. Cf. fn. 502 supra. 
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tyranny must always be a second corruption of Constitutional 
government, whereas simple tyranny is usually a corruption of 
Royal government, the latter will usually be an injustice per­
petrated by the few against the many, and the former an injus­
tice perpetrated by many against ·all the rest. Here we must 
observe a difference between the despotic tyranny resulting from 
the corruption of democracy, and that resulting from the cor­
ruption of oligarchy. In its numerical aspect, the latter will 
tend to resemble simple tyranny, just as oligarchy tends to 
resemble aristocracy numerically. Furthermore, if we regard 
democracy and oligarchy as perversions of polity (even though 
they are also good forms of government in so far as they are 
Constitutional, and in so far as both are capable of two further 
degrees of corruption) we must discern the. injustice which is 
peculiar to them. In Aristotle's terms, both are distributively 
unjust by comparison. with polity because they admit too many 
or too few to citizenship and a voice in the government. Those 
who are unjustly excluded from citizenship are unjustly placed 
in a condition of subjection, not servitude, and hence there is 
something like despotism within Constitutional government. to 
whatever extent the constitution itself is distributively unjust. 
But if, in a democracy, the rich are not deprived of citizenship, 
but merely given an equal share in honors, rather than the 
greater share that is supposed to be due them because of greater 
wealth, then the injustice of democracy (with respect to the 
rich) is not strictly. despotic.525 On the other hand, since oli­
garchy always involves the exclusion of some freemen from 
citizenship, with their consequent subjection, the injustice of 
oligarchy resembles despotism.526 In order to avoid using the 
word " despotism " in two quite different senses, we shall use 
it only to name the total corruption of Constitutional gov-

••• The supposition about the greater share due the wealthier being false, there 
is no injustice here at all, absolutely speaking, even though one can understand 
Aristotle's opinion to the contrary in view of the special economic and cultural 
conditions of Greek life. 

698 The truth of this statement must also be inteypreted as absolute, not merely 
as relative to the historic conditions which determined Aristotle's judgment of these 
matters. Vd. fn. 525 supra. 
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ernment-the overthrowing of the constitution, and the sub­
stitution of rule by men for rule by Law. Let us call the injus­
tice of the constitution itself " oligarchy." 567 It is difficult to 
say whether there is any quantitative difference between des­
potism and oligarchy as unjust regimes, so far as the number 
of the oppressed is concerned; but it is certainly clear that 
what Aristotle thought to be injustice of the democratic 
constitution oppresses fewer men than what we are calling the 
injustice of oligarchy. 

In the light of these considerations, the question arises 
whether there is a correlation between the degree of injustice 
and the number of men oppressed by it, as there clearly seems 
to be a correlation between the grade of justice (Royal, Re­
publican, and Democratic) and the number of men to whom 
its distributions. extend. Can we say that the injustice of simple 
tyranny is greater than the injustice of despotism or despotic 
tyranny, because more men are oppressed by fewer? The 

527 We shall use the word " oligarchy " italicized to name a specific type of 
injustice, different from the injustice of despotism and the injustice of tyranny, even 
as the latter two are distinct from each other. When the word is not italicized, it 
will have its more usual significance as the name for one of the three sub-forms 
of Republican government (i. e., Constitutional government with restricted suffrage) . 
Although in Aristotle's view, only the oligarchy, as distinct from the democracy 
and the polity, was a constitution that involved oligarchy (i.e., the oligarchical 
type of injustice), we can see that every Republican form of Constitutional govern­
ment is, absolutely speaking, oligarchical because of unjust special privileges to 
certain classes in the population and unjust disfranchisement of others. Even 
Aristotle's extreme type of democracy, admitting artisans, mechanics, and sailors 
to citizenship, was oligarchical to the extent that the supposition about natural 
slavery was false in fact. We are not forgetting here that,. on the hypothesis of 
inferior and superior social conditions, Republican government may not be unjust 
relative to the circumstances. Our point is simply that as absolute government may 
be either Royal (and just) relative to inferior conditions or despotic (and unjust) 
relative to superior conditions, so Constitutional government with limited citizenship 
and restricted suffrage may be either Republican (and just) relative to inferior 
conditions or oligarchical (and unjust) relative to superior conditions. It is only by 
absolute standards (i.e., by the measure of the best possible conditions) that we 
speak of Republican government as virtually involving the oligarchical sort of 
injustice. Only the Democratic constitution is free from it, virtually as well as 
actually. Whether there is any sort of injustice, distinct from oligarchy, despotism, 
and tyranny, which can be virtually or actually present in a Democracy-by reason 
of some defect peculiar to its own character-is a question we shall consider in 
Part V. 
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answer seems to be " No," but there is also a sense in which 
it is " Yes." Injustice is not measured primarily by the num­
ber of those who suffer it, but rather by the degree to which 
they have been removed from the condition to which they are 
entitled. Thus, under circumstances which justify Royal gov­
ernment, the corruption of such government to simple tyranny 
takes men from the imperfect freedom o£ just subjection by a 
king to the unjust condition of servitude; whereas under cir­
cumstances which demand, in justice, Constitutional govern­
ment, the corruption of such government to despotic tyranny 
takes men from the perfect freedom of citizenship to the unjust 
condition of servitude, and so they are twice removed from 
the condition to which they aJre entitled.528 The complete cor­
ruption of any form of Constitutional government is, there-

528 The complete corruption of any regime, capable of partial or complete per­
version, is obviously worse than its partial corruption. It should also be obvious that 
the complete corruption of a superior regime is worse than the complete perversion 
of an inferior regime, because the superior is capable of more degrees of corruption. 
But this second point raises a difficult problem. When we say that " despotic 
tyranny " is worse than " simple tyranny " we are making this point, but it will 
be misunderstood if it is supposed that the condition of those who are misruled under 
despotic tyranny is both actually servitude and actually subjection. Despotism 
unjustly subjects men, and tyranny unjustly enslaves them, but it is impossible 
for men to be at once actually subjects and slaves, since the condition of slavery 
(used as a means) and the condition of subjection (ruled as an end) are incom­
patible contraries. Hence the words " despotic tyranny " must be understood in 
two ways: first, as signifying the sort of tyranny which is the complete corruption 
of a Constitutional regime, in contrast to the simple tyranny which is the only 
corruption of Royal government; and second, as signifying that the men have been 
taken from a condition of citizenship, and thus are virtually subjected as well as 
actually enslaved. This is the interpretation which must be placed on the diagram 
presented in Part IV, Section �~� supra (loc. cit., p. 477), where "despotic tyranny" 
is correlated with both subjection and slavery. Though on the side of the rulers, 
there is actually both despotism and tyranny, on the side of the ruled there can 
only be actual slavery; subjection is present only virtually in the sense that the men 
who are enslaved have been degraded from citizenship. Under the simple tyranny 
which is the corruption of Royal government, the men who are enslaved are not 
also virtually subjected because they have been degraded from a condition of 
actual subjection. 

This analysis will have a bearing on our future discussions of the corruption of 
Democratic government, for oligarchical injustice will be its first perversion, 
despotism its second, and tyranny its third and ultimate. The relation of these 
three perversions of tliis one form of government is, however, much more complicated 
than the two perversions of Republican government just analyzed. 
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fore, worse than the worst perversion of which Royal govern­
ment is capable, because (relative to the circumstances) those 
who are entitled to more are deprived of more. But within 
the sphere of Constitutional government the injustice resulting 
from the complete corruption of a more just constitution is 
greater only if the number of the oppressed is greater, as will 
usually be the case. Here as before, of course, we must take 
into consideration the circumstances which demand the more 
just constitution as befitting the condition of the people.529 

Nevertheless, it remains true that, as measured either by 
change of condition or by numbers oppressed or both, the 
worst perversion is the most complete corruption of the best 
government, considered absolutely. It is the furthest removed 
from the best. 

(8) This last point leads us to our final criticism of the 
Platonic sixfold classification as traditionally understood. The 
traditional misunderstanding of the perversions of good gov­
ernment is that each has one and only one direct opposite, and 
that the direct perversion of whatever regime is deemed best, 
on grounds of justice or expediency, is the worst. Thus, when 
monarchy is deemed best because most efficient, tyranny is 
regarded as the worst perversion, also because most efficient. 
But Aristotle plainly says that " the form of government which 

••• Cf. fn. 528 supra. It must be remembered throughout this discussion that 
we are proceeding upon one of two alternative hypotheses concerning historic fact­
the hypothesis which supposes an actual development from primitive to civilized 
conditions in the political community. (Vd. Section 3, supra, loc. cit., p. 520-2; and 
Section 4, supra, loc. cit., pp. 694-6) . On the contrary hypothesis, no distinction 
can be made between a form of government which is just relative to certain 
conditions and that same form as unjust relative to altered conditions. On the 
contrary hypothesis, for example, absolute government is at once both Royal and 
despotic, Royal in so far as it is not tyrannical (and thus just with respect to 
the common good as the end) , but despotic in so far as the absoluteness of the 
regime and the consequent dominion of subjection are never justified. On this 
hypothesis, despotism is always absolutely more unjust than oligarchy, and always 
virtually includes oligarchy; similarly, tyranny is always absolutely more unjust than 
despotism, and always virtually includes both oligarchy and despotism. We shall 
presently compare the order of good regimes and of perversions according to this 
hypothesis, with the order that is based on the Aristotelian hypothesi3 of relative 
justification for inferior good regimes. Vd. paragraph (8). It will then be noted 
how much the first of these two orderings resembles the Platonic disposition of all 
regimes in a straight line of descent from the best to the worst. Cf. fn. 464 supra. 
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is nearest to the best must of necessity be better, and that 
which is furthest from it must be worst, if we are judging 
absolutely, and not relatively to given conditions." 530 Here 
Aristotle is considering the several good forms of government, 
but the formal truth of his principle applies as well to the com­
parison of the several perversions. The worst perversion is the 
furthest removed from the best form of government, by reason 
of being its most complete corruption. It is neither the first 
or least corruption of the best regime, nor the greatest corrup­
tion to which an inferior regime can succumb.531 The more 
just a form of government is, the greater the number of stages 

••• Politics, IV, 11, �1�~�9�6�b�7�-�1�0�.� 

"" 1 Vd. Politics, IV, �~�.� �l�~�S�9�b�8�:� "The worst form of government is necessarily 
farthest removed from a well-constituted form." And in Aristotle's terms that means 
that the sort of tyranny which we have called "despotic tyranny "-the complete 
corruption of Constitutional government-is the worst perversion; oligarchy, as an 
unjust constitution, is not so bad, though it is worse than democracy, which is 
nearest to polity lis the well-constituted state. 

The phrase " furthest removed from the best " is susceptible of two interpreta­
tions. In Ethics, VIII, 10, where Aristotle accepts the Platonic notion that mon­
archy is the "ideal " regime (without adding Plato's critical qualification on the 
meaning of " ideal ") , tyranny is regarded as the worst perversion, because it 
resembles monarchy less than oligarchy re8embles aristocracy, of which it is the 
perversion, or than democracy resembles timocracy, of which it is the perversion. 
Here " furthest removed " means " resembles least,'! and it so happens that the 
perversion which resembles least the just form which it corrupts is the perversion of 
the just form which is best. Why this is so is not explained, nor in terms of the 
superficial hi-columnar classification is it explicable; though in the Platonic ordering 
of all regimes in a straight line from best to worst, monarchy being at one extreme 
and tyranny at the other, it is obvious why, if tyranny is regarded as the corruption 
peculiar to monarchy, it is furthest removed from the best, whereas none of the 
bad regimes which occupy intermediate places on the line can be as remote from 
the regimes which they corrupt. cr. fn. 465a and 466a supra. 

As we have now seen, however, the sixfold classification of regimes in two 
columns is essentially Platonic, not Aristotelian. Cf. fn. 464 supra. Therefore, this 
interpretation of " furthest removed from the best " is not applicable to the 
truly Aristotelian theory of the perversions, which must fit the Aristotelian theory 
of the .ordering of the good regimes. Oligarchy is not a perversion of aristocracy, 
but of polity, for aristocracy is a Royal regime, and oligarchy is a Constitutional 
regime. Furthermore, tyranny is the ultimate perversion of any form of government, 
not merely of monarchy. Hence to say that tyranny is "furthest removed from the 
best " must mean that the sort of tyranny which is the complete corruption of Con­
stitutional government, in any of its sub-forms, is further removed from these regimes 
than the simple tyranny which is the only corruption of Royal government, in either 
of its modes (monarchy or aristocracy}. 
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through which it can pass toward complete corruption, or the 
greater the number of persons who will be oppressed when 
tyrannical injustice is ultimately reached. In every case, of 
course, tyranny, whether simple or despotic, is the ultimate 
term but, as we have seen, the simple tyranny into which Royal 
governments may fall cannot be as bad as the despotic tyranny 
which corrupts Constitutional governments, and the complete 
corruption of a polity will be worse than the complete corrJ,lp­
tion of either oligarchy or democracy because its constitution 
is more just. 

There is, however, one other way of' looking at the perver­
sions. Simple tyranny is the only perversion of Royal govern­
ment. Despotism, without tyranny, is the first perversion of 
Constitutional governments, regarded generically, Here the 
comparison between the first and-only perversion of the inferior 
form of good government and what is only the first perversion 
of the superior form, shows despotism to be a less injurious 
perversion than tyranny, for men are less oppressed_.:.their 
rights are less completely denied-when they are unjustly sub­
jected than when they are enslaved. Similarly, within the 
generic sphere of Constitutional government, the first perver­
sions of polity, which is the best constituted form, are less 
injuriom;; than the second perversion. The first perversions of 
polity are oligarchy and democracy. These are perverted con­
stitutions. The second �p�e�r�v�e�r�s�i�o�n�-�d�e�s�p�o�t�i�s�m�~�i�s� not of the 
constitution, but of Constitutional government itself. Despot­
ism as the complete overthrow of the constitution is obviously 
worse than democracy and oligarchy as imperfectly just consti­
tutions. Men suffer more from being oppressed by Lawless 
government than from being deprived of citizenship or what 
they deem an equitable share of civic honors. And of these 
two perverted constitutions, democracy more nearly approxi­
mates the justice of polity, whereas oligarchy more nearly 
approximates the injustice of despotism. That is why Aristotle 
calls democracy" the most tolerable" of all the perversions.582 

""" Vd. Politics, �I�V�,�~�.� 1289b4. This fact by itself is conclusive proof that Aristotle 
considered polity, not monarchy or .aristocracy, the best form of government, for if it 
were not, democracy could not be the most tolerable of the perversions by reason 
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The principles of the Aristotelian analysis and ordering of 
the perversions of good government are clearly and they 
obviously call for a radical reconstruction of the traditional 
sixfold picture. But they also obviously get us into one verbal 
difficulty. On the one hand, we speak of democracy and oli­
garchy as perversions of polity, and yet both democracy and 
oligarchy must also be regarded as good in some sense because 
both are subject to further �c�o�:�r�r�u�p�t�i�o�n�s�~�d�e�s�p�o�t�i�s�m� and ulti­
mately tyranny. " Despotism " and " tyranny " need never 
be used as names for good government, " democracy " and 
"oligarchy," it would seem, must be used both as good as 
bad names. Aristotle :recognizes when he says that democ­
racy and oligarchy "fall short of the best-constituted state, 
and so they must be reckoned as perversions; yet the 
perverted governments are the perversions of these." 533 Ty-

of being the nearest approximation to the most just government. Tyranny is the 
worst perversion only when, as including despotism, it is furthest removed from 
(i. e., the most complete corruption of) the best regime, which, therefore, cannot 
be Royal government in either of its accidental modes, monarchy or aristocracy. 

It should be further noted that to call democracy " the most tolerable of the 
perversions " suggests that it is the least unjust of the various corruptions of good 
government, not that it is merely a less efficient exploitation of the common good 
than tyranny. This explains Aristotle's criticism of Plato's position concerning 
democracy, in Politics, IV, �~�;� and it also corrects �A�r�i�s�t�o�t�l�e�'�~� own error in that same 
chapter. Vd. fn. 465a supra. 

533 Vd. Politics, IV, 8, �1�~�9�3�b�~�5�-�!�i�!�8�.� The difficulty in this passage, as in the other 
passage cited (vd. fn. 531 supra) is that Aristotle allows himself to fall back 
into the Platonism of calling the Royal regime (or absolute monarchy) the 
" most perfect form of government." That he means by " most perfect " here the 
inapplicable ideal of Divine government is indicated by the fact that in the earlier 
passage he says: " that which is the perversion of the first and most divine is 
necessarily the worst" (Politics, IV, �~�.� �1�~�8�9 "�4�0�)�.� But, as we have seen, this ideal 
is totally irrelevant to the classification and ordering of practicable human regimes, 
whether considered absolutely or relatively to special circumstances. Vd. fn. 466a, 
489, and 515 supra. H it be excluded from consideration, as it should have been 
by Aristotle himself on his own principles, then no one will be tempted to say that 
the Royal regime which is justified by inferior conditions is the best or most perfect 
regime, or that tyranny is the worst because it is the furthest removed from 
monarchy as best. 

There can be no question that tyranny is the worst corruption of government. 
And if the standard used for determining the best government is that it .be furthest 
removed, that it resemble least, the worst, then certainly absolute government, 
even when it is Royal, must be less good than any form of Constitutional govern­
ment. Cf. fn. 531 supra. This truth holds for an Aristotelian ordering of just 
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ranny, despotism, and despotic tyranny are the really perverted 
governments. To avoid the ambiguity of calling democracy 
and oligarchy " perversions," let us speak of them as ambiva­
lent forms of government. They are both just and unjust, 
whereas tyranny, simple or despotic, is in no sense just at all.534 

regimes and their perversions, and also for the linear presentation of a Platonic 
ordering of regimes, as a comparison of subsequent diagrams will reveal. But 
it does not hold for the traditional, hi-columnar, sixfold picture as presented on 
p. 57 supra, which is supposed to be Aristotelian rather than Platonic, and 
hence is falsely supposed to be incapable of linear representation. It does not 
hold because in that confused conception, no perversion can be represented as 
" further removed " than another from the regime it corrupts; there it is pos­
sible only to say that the worst is the opposite of the best, and no satisfactory 
explanation can be given why this must be so, as is indicated by the fact that 
this statement has the color of truth only when " monarchy " is chosen as best 
(for whatever reason), but not when " polity " is so regarded, for " democracy," its 
opposite, is never worse than tyranny. Vd. fn. 464 supra. 

5"' It may be properly objected, however, that benevolent despotism is also an 
ambivalent regime, for it combines the justice of ruling for the common good with 
the injustice of absolutism when that is not justified by circumstances. Benevolent 
despotism (i.e., despotism without tyranny) must, therefore, be classified along 
with oligarchy and democracy as an ambivalent regime. It differs from these latter 
two in one respect: the injustice of an absolute rule is separable from the justice 
of rule for the common good, but the injustice of an oligarchical or a democratic 
constitution is not separable from the justice of Constitutional government. Hence, 
though we shall classify benevolent despotism as ambivalent, we must remember 
that it is not ambivalent in precisely the same way as democracy and oligarchy are. 
If we consider Republican government in relation to Democratic on the absolute 
scale of justice, and see that, under such consideration, Republican government 
always involves the oligarchical type of injustice, then we can say that any 
Republican government is an ambivalent regime in the same way as democracy or 
oligarchy, and so by this standard polity is also ambivalent. But for Aristotle it 
was not, and the reasons are clear why he thought it was not. 

It may also be objected that despotism can never be benevolent, but must 
always be tyrannical, because, the ideal common good being considered, despotism 
is always in motion away from, rather than toward, the ideal common good. But 
the word "tyranny" cannot be used univocally to name a violation of the existen­
tial common good and also a turning away from the ideal common good. The 
latter is common to every perversion of government, whereas the former is one 
among several distinct perversions, each separable from the others. When we 
distinguish between despotism and tyranny, and regard them as separable and 
combinable in the case of the corruption of Constitutional government, we are using 
the word " tyranny " to refer only to the violation of the existential common good 
by the manner in which those who have power exercise it, and so what it signifies is 
distinct from the injustice resulting from the kind of power which is being exercised. 
Even if despotism be regarded as also violating the existential common good, it 
must be recognized that it does not violate it in the same way as tyranny does. We 
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Their ambivalence consists in their being just in so far as they 
are true species of Constitutional government, and in their 
being unjust in so far as their constitutions imperfectly embody 
the principle of distributive justice. Hence, within the Aristo­
telian scheme, there are two just forms of government, Royal 
and Constitutional, the former dividing into the two accidental 
modes of monarchy and aristocracy, the latter dividing into 
three sub-forms, one perfectly just (polity, a mixed regime) 
and two ambivalent species (democracy and oligarchy, both 
pure regimes); and there are three real perversions, one of 
Royal government (simple tyranny) and two of Constitutional 
government (despotism and despotic tyranny) .585 

We have now completed, in the foregoing eight points, our 
criticism of the inadequacies and errors of the " traditional '' 
sixfold classification, as presented in the table on page 57 supra, 
which is neither Platonic nor Aristotelian, though it is obvi­
ously more Platonic in style. We shall now summarize our 
discussion positively by presenting in another table the classi­
fication of the forms of government which is truly Aristotelian 
and analytically true, even if it is not traditional. 

WALTER FARRELL, 0. p. 
Dominican HIYIJ,8e of Studiu, 

Washington, D. C. 

MoRTIMER J. ADLER 
Unive:rsity of Chicago, 

Chicago, IUinoiB 

(To be continued. Lack of space prevents completion of Seciion 5 
and publication of Section 6 in this installment as originally 
planned.-THE EDITORS.) 

shall return to this problem in Part V infra. The point here being made is, however, 
sufficiently clear, and when understood it will be seen to be consistent with the 
point we have previously made about despotic tyranny. Vd. fn. 528 supra. 

•n When the Aristotelian scheme is amplified to include the regimen regale et 
politicum as an intermediate regime, as well as the distinction between the Republi­
can and Democratic forms of Constitutional government, the classification of all 
forms of government becomes more complicated, but at last it becomes adequate. 
We shall present this adequate classification in Part V. How di:lierent such a 
scheme of classification is from the superficial, confused, and fallacious traditional 
sixfold picture, anyone should be able to see for himself. How true the rectified 
classification is, the validity of its principles proves, and the analytical consistency 
of their development ensures. (It should be added here that the Platonic classifica­
tion given in The S'tatuman may be too simple, and it may be false, but it is not 
confused. It is the " traditional " �~�o�n�c�e�p�t�i�o�n� that is confused, as well as fake, as a 
result of �f�a�i�l�~�g� to distinguish between Platonic and Aristotelian principles.) 
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A Companion to the Summa: Volume IV, The Way of Life. By the REv. 
WALTER FARRELL, O.P., S. T.D., S. T.M. New York: Sheed and 
Ward, �1�9�4�~�.� Pp. viii+ 464. $3.75. 

The Way of Life brings to completion a theological work of outstanding 
excellence. This latest and last volume of Father Farrell's Companion to 
the Summa corresponds to the Pars Tertia and the Supplementum. In 
other words, it is concerned with the theology of the Incarnation and the 
Redemption, the Sacraments and the Last Things. In this, as in the three 
preceding volumes, the author has striven to produce, as he himself 
expresses it, a layman's edition of the Summa Theologica. He has been 
eminently successful. Indeed, he has surpassed his objective, for not only 
the layman but also the priest and the professional theologian will find in 
the Companion enlightenment and guidance toward a deeper appreciation 
of the treasures of sacred lore bequeathed to the Catholic Church by the 
Angelic Doctor. 

Twenty chapters make up The Way of Life. The first forms an intro­
duction, developing the theme that the human mind craves mystery. The 
appetite for mystery is so keen that it leaves a man restless, bored in the 
face of the obvious. Today, however, the mysterious is too frequently 
looked upon as an insult to man's intelligence, to his courage, to his 
willingness to work. The truth of the matter is that the study of mystery­
particularly of the supreme mystery, God-evokes courage and love and 
promotes the substantial progress of the mind by sharpening the intellectual 
powers. The three previous volumes of the Companion deal with the 
mysteries of God and of human conduct in its relation to. God; this volume 
deals with the climax of mystery, the mystery of God made man. 

The following ten chapters propound the doctrines of Christology and 
Soteriology according to the order followed by St. Thomas. The fittingness 
of the Incarnation, the mode of the hypostatic union, the integrity of our 
Lord's two natures, the perfections of His humanity and its so-called de­
fects-these vital truths centered about the Word Incarnate are accurately 
and convincingly presented. Then the author explains the mediatorial office 
of Christ and traces the course of His earthly life in its main events from 
His birth to His passion and death, with His subsequent triumph in the 
resurrection and the ascension. One chapter is devoted to the Virgin Mother 
of God and her sublime privileges, concluding with a striking contrast 
between Mary as she is portrayed by Catholic faith and theology and the 
ideal of womanhood prevalent in the modern world. 

The twelfth chapter, one of the best in the book, entitled "Fruitful 

119 
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Signs of Life," presents the doctrine of the sacraments in general, stressing 
particularly the truth that a sacrament is a sign. Then, six chapters are 
devoted to the study of the individual sacraments, the greatest measure 
of space being given, as would be expected, to the Holy Eucharist. 
Naturally, the author brings prominently the ingenious reasoning of 
St. Thomas for the seven-fold number of the sacraments, especially the 
parallel between the needs of man's physical life and the spiritual needs 
cared for by the divinely established signs of supernatural life. " The 
sacraments greet man from the womb, and usher him to his tomb " (p. 265) . 
Particularly worthy of praise is Father Farrell's exposition of our Lord's 
presence in the Blessed Sacrament in the mode of substance (pp. 310-313). 

The last two chapters are concerned with the solemn verities of death, 
judgment, the resurrection, eternal reward and everlasting punishment. 
In its proper place Father Farrell treats the subject of the unending 
torments of heH without any attempt to compromise with modern notions. 
" It is not surprising that men should shrink from hell . . . What is sur­
prising and not at aU flattering to humanity is that men should shrink 
from the truth of hell, as if the place of eternal torment could be obliterated 
by our denial of it. J[t is a triumph of unreason so to deal with any truth; 
it is the height of unreason to give a divine truth treatment of this 
kind " (p. �4�5�~�)� . 

The outstanding feature of this work is the author's extraordinary genius 
for presenting theological doctrine in original terms and phrases that are 
singularly appropriate and for choosing metaphors and analogies perfectly 
adapted to present-day life. Thus, he illustrates the Thomistic teaching that 
the human nature of Christ is actualized by the divine existence of the 
Word by comparing it to the modern operation whereby the cornea of 
the eye is transferred from one person to another, whence it comes about 
that the transferred cornea shares in the one existence of the recipient 
(p. 99) . In the chapter " The Bread of Life," Father Farren points out 
that men exhibit a great interest in the food that gives life to the body, 
and continues: "There has been, perhaps, no greater, more detailed interest 
than in our time when vitamins, calories, carbohydrates and starches roll 
o:ff the tongues of children like a litany of old friends" (p. Q99). To 
illustrate a very profound truth of the Incarnation he institutes a com­
parison, one of whose terms is the light, transparent raincoats used by 
ladies at the present day (p. 208) . 

Father Farrell has the ability to insert a dash of humor into his com­
parisons and illustrations without detracting from the reverence due to the 
sacred subject. Commenting on St. Thomas's opinion that after the final 
consummation the earth win be remade and will serve for the happiness of 
the blessed, he remarks: "Why waste a perfectly good world? . It would 
make a kind of Central Park for the Sunday .stroll of the blessed when they 
feel like stretching their legs again on earth, and there is always the 
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heavenly home to return to " (p. 428) . When he tells us that God demands 
some contrition on our part before He will remit even venial sins, he adds: 
"Not even these slight sins are to be snatched out of a man's hands as a 
noisy rattle is taken from a baby by a nervous mother " (p. 355) . He 
surmises that the bridegroom of Cana, when questioned as to why he 
kept the best wine until the end "probably just smiled knowingly, and 
shrugged his shoulders, hoping Christ would not give him away" (p. 195). 
Pointing out that it would have been completely incongruous had our 
Lord employed only His divine wisdom and not utilized His human intellect 
also, Father Farrell comments that otherwise the human faculty would 
have been "merely an idle decoration of divinity, as grotesque as a 
moustache scratched on a masterpiece " (p. 73) . 

One who would seek to discover flaws even in this splendid work could 
take exception to some of the expressions and statements found in The 
Way of Life. The word " reborn," which the author uses to describe the 
effect of Penance on the soul (p. 349) is more suitably reserved exclusively 
for Baptism. It does not seem quite accurate to say that every drop of 
blood lost in the passion was restored to the glorified body of Christ on 
Easter Sunday (p. 232). And exegetes would hardly admit that the Magi 
arrived some thirteen days after the birth of Christ (p. 166). 

But it would be most unfair to allow such trifles to detract even slightly 
from the generous tribute of praise that is due to this up-to-date presenta­
tion of the unchanging truths of Catholic theology. Father Farrell has 
proved that even the most abstruse doctrines can be explained to the 
person of average intelligence, even though he be unfamiliar with the termin­
ology of technical theology. In A Companion to the Summa he has pro­
vided us with a key to the sacred treasures gathered together by the greatest 
of Dominic's sons, seven centuries ago. 

In conclusion, it should be pointed out that the science of theology, as 
Father Farrell treats it, is intimately linked up with the science of holiness. 
Practical applications of theological truth to the needs of the Christian 
life are frequently interspersed. Thus-to quote but one of the many 
beautiful passages of this nature-" As for good works, how could they be 
made easier for us than to have Christ Himself mark out with His own 
tired feet the steps we are to follow? The road from Bethlehem to Calvary 
is not nearly so hard, as long as we can put our arm upon His; we may 
even find the courage to stop in the midst of our agony for a word of 
comfort and a gesture of help to others before we plod stubbornly on. 
This was the example Christ left; an example that was taken up joyously 
by all of the saints who crowd the corridors of heaven " (p. 31) . 

Catholic University of America, 
Washington, D. C. 

FRANCIS J. CoNNELL, C. SS. R. 
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Schelling, The Ages of the World. Translated with Introduction and Notes 
by FREDERICK DE WoLFE BoLMAN, JR. New York: Columbia Uni­
versity Press, 1942. Pp. xi.v + 251. $3.00. 

Schelling is little known, less read and still less appreciated. While 
Hegel's works are accessible to the reader in several translations, there 
are few of Schelling's writings i.n English. They are more difficult to 
render into any other language than are Hegel's or Fichte's. The transla­
tion presented in this volume is very readable and reproduces the original 
meaning as well as this may be done. There are, inevitably, certain passages 
where the choice of terms may appear debatable. On the whole, however, 
the translator may be complimented on the version he gives. 

H Schelling is liittle known, the ideas which characterize the later phases 
of his philosophy are practically unknown. Even in Germany it was mostly 
the younger Schelling who attracted attention. The Ages of the World 
(Weltalter) was begun in 1809 and occupied the philosopher until his last 
years; but it never was completed and it was published :first after Schelling's 
death by his son in the first edition of the Works. Onl.y the first part was 
�w�r�~�t�t�e�n�;� of the second apparently some pages exist, which were never 
published. This first part deals with the past. But it is not, as one might 
suppose, a philosophy of history. The book is essentially one of ontology. 
Schelling strives to discover the meaning of being. The most remarkable 
feature of this philosophizing is the emphasis on the concrete, on existence 
in its contingent character, as individual being and becoming. Mr. Bolman 
is justified in speaking of " existential dialectics " as set over against the 
ideal logical dialectic of HegeL Both approaches, the analysis of the ideal or 
logical significance of being, and the analysis of existence, are synthesized 
by Schelling in what he called "metaphysical empiricism." Mr. lBolman 
refers in his interesting and instructive introduction to certain parallels 
between this philosophy and ideas of Kierkegaard. The latter attended 
Schelling's classes, but professed to have been very much disappointed. 
Nevertheless, some influence may be suspected. It would be interesting to 
know whether the unpublished parts of Kierkegaard's journal contain more 
references to Schelling. 

Schelling's speculation had turned on problems best characterized as 
pertaining to natural theology. A strong current of intense religious feeling 
runs through this book. One aspect of the theological problem in Schelling 
is the relation of divine immanence to divine transcedence; another, 
Revelation as part, if one may say so, of divine nature and as a historical 
fact. And a third the acknowledgement of the " dark " side of existence, 
problems which appear under the names of despair, dread, and the like, 
again strongly reminiscent of Kierkegaard. 

The translator summarizes i.n his introduction the main features of his 
author's philosophy. To give a still more condensed account is dearly im-
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possible. Be it sufficient to state that this book deserves full attention 
on the part of the student of the history of philosophy or of German Ideal­
ism. The historian discovers manifold threads relating Schelling with his 
predecessors, Nco-Platonism, also in its Christian form (one finds tenns 
pointing back to the Areopagite and Eriugena) , with certain medieval 
ideas, and of course, with Fichte and Kant, but also influences, though 
difficult to trace, on more recent systems. This philosophy, so long neg­
lected and considered obsolete and of a purely antiquarian interest, may 
have a message for our days. If one cannot agree with Schelling's daring 
and imposing speculations, they at least might be considered as suggesting 
an approach to natural theology which perhaps allows for transposition 
into the world of traditional ideas. · 

Schelling is never easy reading. However well translated, he becomes 
still more obscure when his ideas are stated in a terminology not originally 
his. The translator has carefully added, in brackets, all German terms the 
meaning of which is not exactly rendered by the English word. Once, 
however, the reader has made his own Schelling's peculiar viewpoints con­
cerning certain fundamentals, he will be able to follow his ideas, and. he 
will find the study of this man enticing and stimulating. Philosophical 
literature owes a debt of gratitude to Mr. Bolman for the translation and 
for the introduction and notes. 

Oatholic University of America, 
Washington, D. 0. 

RUDOLF ALLERS 

Pkilosopkical Essays in Honor of Edgar Artkur Singer, Jr. Ed. by E. P. 
CLARKE and M. C. NAHM. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania 
Press, 1942. Pp. x + 377. $3.50. 

Many such collections of essays have appeared on special occasions such 
as the birthday or the retirement o{ the man they honored. This one, 
however, sprang from the desire of friends or pupils to express their 
sympathy and gratefulness independently of any such extrinsic reason. 
The articles mirror the varieties of interests and contributions Prof. Singer 
has displayed in his writings. There are four divisions: Methodology and 
Science; Ethics and Religion; Aesthetics; History. A bibliography of Dr. 
Singer's writings is added. Although all these articles present interesting 
features, only a few can be made the subject of a somewhat lengthy report. 
Of the rest, a mere list of titles must be given. 

A. 0. Lovejoy discusses " The Criteria and Limits of Meaning." He does 
it by analyzing critically a volume by R. Carnap on spurious-problems in 
philosophy in which this representative of logical positivism . deals with 
meaning, using, as the writer points out, two criteria as if they were 
interchangeable without actually being so. Nor is the second criterion to 
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be derived from the first. " A term . . . has meaning . . . if its referent 
is thinkable," according to the first; according to the second " a sentence 
has meaning only if it expresses a judgment such that there is a thinkable 
experience which would be so related tq the judgment that it would estab­
lish the truth or falsity of the judgment." Contrary to what Carnap 
believes, it is not evident that all propositions not empirically verifiable are 
incapable of expressing thinkable ideas. (Prof. Lovejoy might have added 
that this very proposition which plays so fundamental a role in the reason­
ings of logical positivism is itself incapable of verification.) Had this 
school been content with distinguishing a class of propositions which are 
" scientifically meaningful " without generalizing ideas relative to this class 
and applying them to any proposition whatsoever, they would have given 
a definition of the meaning of " scientific " and thus done valuable work. 
But their statements of philosophical import (all in a negative direction) 
cannot be accepted; positivists though they are, (to summarize Lovejoy's 
arguments) they are not logical. The contradictions in which this kind of 
reasoning becomes involved are illustrated with Carnap's statements con­
cerning the other ego (das Fremdpsychische). This article ought to be 
read carefully by all those who are unduly impressed by the claim of the 
logical ppsitivists to be so very "scientific." 

H. B. Smith's article, "Postulates of Empirical Thought," is reprinted 
from The Journal of Philosophy, XXV (1928). H. Jaffe contributes an 
essay on "The Development of the Experimental Method," and C. W. 
Churchman one" Towards a General Logic of Propositions." E. F. Flower, 
in " Two Applications of Logic to Biology," deals with the difficulties any 
attempt at defining life encounters, and proposes-anticipating a study by 
Dr. Singer-the "producer-product relation" as a suitable basis for such a 
definition. The article by M. I. Pennymaker also is concerned with the 
definition of life; she asks what are the " Biological Phenomena Which a 
Definition of Life Must Include "; .the article enumerates the most im­
portant difficulties and lists several such attempts, without reaching or 
trying to reach a definite conclusion. 

The three following. articles deal with psychological questions. E. R. 
Guthrie studies " The Principle of Associative Learning," chiefly in regard 
to animal behavior, while Fr. W. Irwin analyzes "The Concept of Volition 
in Experimental Psychology "; his endeavors are somewhat marred by his 
all too positivistic viewpoint (" a private experience which we cannot share 
with them ... and which is therefore a scientifically unverifiable and 
meaningless entity ") . But the author himself is forced to speak of a 
"hierarchy of goals " of which he can know only by a subject's reports 
and which he neither can share nor verify. Volitional behavior is defined as 
"exhibiting a purpose ascribable to the behaving creature as an individual." 
M. G. Preston's article, "The Experience Theory of the Social Attitudes," 
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reviews briefly studies on past experience and, especially on attitudes; 
these, the author claims justly, cannot stem from mere repetition; the 
"dynamical state of the individual" has to be explored .. Although this 
article contains many interesting remarks, it fails to attain its end because 
of the prevailing n&echanistic terminology. ' 

The section on Ethics and Religion consists of three essays. T. A. 
Cowan's article, however, is more sociological and criminological than 
ethical (" Toward an Experimental Definition of Criminal Mind ") . W. S. 
Sheriff, a Baptist minister, in his" Reflections on Contemporary Science and 
Ethics," sees two matters of concern for the ethicists " standing out against 
the background of contemporary chaos." One is progress in science, the 
other the general moral uncertainty of our time. Regarding the first, it 
would seem that the writer has fallen prey to the common scientistic 
mentality when he demands that the ethicist adjust " his work to the 
intellectual aspects of the contemporary growth in science," and that " the 
principles of ethics must, if they do not grow out of scientific endeavor 
(how could they?), at least be in accord with the results of scientific 
investigation." This view assumes, uncritically, that no aspect of human 
life is beyond the grasp of scientific method. But, before subjecting ethics 
to " science," one ought. to inquire whether science has anything of relevant 
weight to say on matters with which ethics is concerned. J. K. Shryock 
sees " The Cultural Function of Religion " in opposition to the one of 
science, in so far as the postulate which lies at the base of morality is 
different from the fundamentals of science. However, as "the ideal of 
science does not include a love of science," so the " ideal of morality does 
not include a love of man." The scientist and the moralist to fully achieve 
their ideals have to " borrow the ·ideal of art." The ideals of these three 
being separate and not necessarily connected, they are in need of a union 
"coming from without." The unifying factor is found in "the postulate 
of God as the end of man." The Kantian background of this reasoning, 
although not metioned, is discernible. 

The part on Aesthetics comprises four interesting articles whose topics, 
however, are too special to be reported here. But any student of aesthetics 
will profit by perusing this section. The articles are: J. St. Adams, Jr., 
"Esthetic of Music. and the Rational Ideal"; L. W. Flaccus, "Shaper, 
Thinker and Visionary"; M. C. Nahm, "Ateological Theories of Aesthe­
tics"; M.G. Rigg, "The Expression of Meanings and Emotions in Music." 

The series of the historical essays is opened by G. H. Clark's" Phantasia 
in Plotinus "; this study ought to be of interest also to the medievalist, 
especially in regard to the manifold relations of Plotinian thought and the 
Greek Fathers (see the studies of P. Henry); the pertinent passages of 
Ennaed, IV, 3, are translated. Fr. P. Clarke compares" Kant and Thomas 
Aquinas on the Proofs for the Existence of God "; he correctly points at 
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the differences in the evaluation of the cognition based on analogy as one 
of the main reasons for the divergence of views, or as he says: " The 
difference lies in the definition of knowledge itself." I. Husik takes up a 
problem he discussed thirty-eight years ago (Philosophical Review, XIII 
[1904], 514): "The Categories of Aristotle"; contrary to other scholars he 
holds that the whole book is genuine, while it is considered by some as 
only partly so, by others as totally spurious. He brings forth evidence that 
the Categories are closely related to the Topics, written before and serving 
as basis for the latter; this he holds to apply to the Categories_ properly 
so called and to the Postpraedicamenta. J. H. Randall, Jr. has an article 
on "Newton's Natural Philosophy, Its Problems and Consequences," in 
which interesting relations to Kantian notions are illustrated. Finally, there 
is W. D. Wallis' "David Hume's Contribution to Social Science7" 

These essays are worth reading. They give an idea of the influence Dr. 
Singer exercised, and still exercises, on many minds. They also reveal, 
more clearly than is often the case, the many ramifications of philoso­
phical thought and its actual or potential influences on fields which by some 
are considered as immune against contamination by philosophy. They 
finally show a lively interest in many problems of a ·rather speculative 
nature existing in more minds than the superficial observer of modern 
civilization may assume. 

Catkolie University ·of America, 
Washington, D. (J. 

RUDOLF ALLERs 

Science, Philosophy and Religion, Second Symposium. New York: Con­
ference on Science, Philosophy and Religion in Their. Relation to the 
Democratic Way of Life, Inc. 194fl. Pp. 559. $8.00. 

Our age will be remembered, it may be supposed, not only for its global 
war, but also for its symptomatic predilection for learned papers by 
specialists; and some future historian of culture might even give a paper 
showing how the experts of the twentieth century were learnedly giving 
papers as their world was crashing about them. Though there are some 
valuable contributions among them, this miscellany of papers does not in 
any real sense constitute a book. Papers which are interesting when 
presented orally against a background of discussion-as some of these 
were--often fall flat on the printed page, and the reasons for this are 
many, some of them being pointed out long ago by Plato. This is remedied 
somewhat by the group papers with critical comments by those in the 
same or other fields; yet even here one is reminded all the more poignantly 
how much has been lost in our failure to carry on a dialectical interchange, 
a lively clash of minds in which truth is begotten and errors are discarded. 
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The �m�~�c�h�a�n�i�c�a�l�l�y� juxtaposed papers with their contradictory deliverances 
challenge the reader to introduce some kind of order, and here the editors 
could have been more useful had they attempted at least to delineate 
sharply the areas of agreement and disagreement among the contributors. 
Just as there are different kinds of unity, so there are different kinds of 
difference: some are creative and permit a richer collaboration; others are 
destructive; and all the good will in the world, gentlemanly tolerance, and 
the like, cannot hold together mutually exclusive contradictories. The fact 
that there is so much disagreement within each of the disciplines, as well 
as among the different disciplines, shows how important it is to continue to 
explore differences. This should be done, not by covering them up politely, 
but by a rigorous philosophical method. Indeed, only by facing this task 
unflinchingly will the groundwork be prepared for some kind of unification. 

In its present form, this volume is an extended case history of what is 
healthy and diseased in our culture. The scientists differ among themselves 
and with the philosophers and theologians, who also differ among themselves 
on basic issues (except for the Scholastics, who share some common princi­
ples, at least); and there does not seem to be any generally accepted 
working definition of democracy. Even among the philosophers, who should 
know better, one, for example, rejects "many of the exaggerated claims of 
racism and nationalism on empirical grounds " (italics my own) . Another 
shows the same misconception of what philosophy is equipped by its nature 
to do by admitting that his agreement with certain points about democracy 
is " a personal rather than a professional one, that is, it is dictated by my 
personal inclinations as a citizen, rather than by any facts or principles 
known to me in my technical capacity as a philosopher." (Italics again 
my own). 

Though more feebly voiced than in their heyday, there are still strong 
echoes of scientism more or less positive, idealism and materialism variously 
nuanced, subjectivism, unnatural naturalisms, less than human humanisms, 
neo-pragmatism, and many other varieties of error, which still persist, 
strangely enough, even though the soil out of which they first grew has 
long since disappeared. Amusing as it may seem, there is the fear of a 
plot to force a "return to the faith and discipline of Neo-Scholasticism." 
Through one of its defendants who quotes Auguste Comte's remark that 
the ultimate conflict in philosophy would be between positivism and 
Scholasticism, empiricism feels called upon to accept the challenge of 
Scholasticism, and this is an encouraging sign. That it fails makes it even 
more pathetic, and that is another reason why Scholastic philosophers 
should speak more understandingly to their contemporaries. 

Fordham University, 
New York City 

EMMANUEL CHAPMAN 
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A Chronological Harmony of the Gospels. By STEPHEN J. HARTDEGEN, 

0. F. M., S. S. L., Paterson, N.J.: St. Anthony Guild Press, �1�9�4�~�.� Pp. 
xxv + �~�~�0�,� with two maps, a plan of the Temple, and an index. �$�~�.�5�0�.� 

Fr. Hartdegen's "Harmony" is the second book of its kind to feature 
the recently revised text of the Challoner-Rheims version of the New Testa­
ment. The author has stressed the chronological factors of the life of Christ, 
and has accordingly arr.anged the text to cover Christ's public life in a 
little more than two years. This position is shared by many of the most 
competent and recognized Catholic scholars, such as Lagrange, Hopfl, 
Grandmaison, and others, and is therefore anything but a rash challenge 
thrown into the teeth of tradition. On the contrary, it enables us to form 
a more accurate picture of the life of the Savior; and scientific scholarship, 
in doing this, has achieved a notable triumph. 

The text is arranged in the familiar sequence: Matthew, Mark, Luke, and 
John; but it is the fourth gospel which is the guide. Chapter six precedes 
chapter five; a change which many reptuable authors consider as most 
probable, for it unquestionably injects a satisfactory order into the text, 
and has a foundation in an ancient tradition. There does not, however, 
appear to be any necessity to identify the two feasts mentioned in 5, 1 and 
6, 4 as one Pasch, nor to distinguish them so as to make two Paschs (which 
is an argument for the three-year ministry of Christ); the feast in 5, 1 may 
well be Perltecost. The manuscript tradition would seem to rule out the 
possibility of this feast being the Pasch. 

Another noteworthy problem in a chronological arrangement of Christ's 
life is that of the cleansing (s) of the Temple. Fr. Hartdegen holds for two 
of them, one at the beginning, and the other at the end of Christ's life. 
Here again, as in the problem mentioned above, the final solution is still 
to be found; in the meantime we find excellent authorities for either 
position. 

In this handy little volume, sections of the text are numbered con­
secutively. This is a very sensible arrangement which greatly facilitates 
reference work. Instead of grouping the debatable points into a single 
introductory section, introductory notes are strategically placed where 
questions concerning them would naturally occur to the reader. Thus, 
heading the chapter "Annunciations" is a discussion of the time of Christ's 
birth (c. 7 B. C.) and the genealogies. Two other like sections deal with 
the extent of the public ministry and with the date of Christ's death 
(SO A. D.). These remarks are well written, clear, and very much to the 
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point. They are followed by a brief but reliable bibliography. Comple­
menting these notes are others which appear throughout the book as foot­
notes, and they maintain the same high standard. The author deserves 
congratulations for a fine piece of work. 

Le maUre et l'eleve. (Les methodes scientifiques dans !'education: Troisieme 
Congres annuel, £4-£7 juin 194£) Ottawa: Les Editions de Levrier, 
194£. Pp. 201. · 

Regards sur les sciences experimentales. (Les methodes scientifiques dans 
!'education) Ottawa: Les Editions du Levrier, 1942. Pp. 187. 

The first of these, a report of the third annual Congress on Les methodes 
scientifiques dans l' education measures up to and in some respects surpasses 
previous volumes in this series. It contains the following papers: "La 
genese du savoir," by Edmond Gaudron, 0. F. M.; "Les dispositifs cere­
braux et la fonction de l'apprentissage," by Dr. Antonio Barbeau; "Les lois 
de I' acquisition du sa voir," by Noel Mailloux, O.P.; "Improvement in Learn­
ing and Its Permanence," by R. E. Brennan, 0. P.; "La transfert dans 
l'apprentissage," by Charles Bilodeau; "La mesure dans l'apprentissage," 
by L. T. Dayhaw; "L'ecole et la communication du savoir-Une visite a 
Winnetka," by Irenee Lussier; " The Role of Reason in the Formation of 
Character with Special Reference to Adolescent Minds," by Rudolf Allers. 

The second volume appears under the same auspices and is concerned 
with an analysis of the techniques of research and teaching in the experi­
mental sciences. The first two articles deal with the instrument of scien­
tific knowledge-human perception. The remaining articles treat the 
various sciences from the point of view of method. Especially interesting 
is the concluding article: "Les mathematiques au service des sciences 
experimentales," by M. Abel Gauthier. 

The '"ogic of Belief. By D. ELTON TRUEBLOOD. New York: Harper, 1942. 
Pp. 327, with index. $2.75. 

If one could agree entirely with the presuppositions of the author, this 
would be an excellent work on the philosophy of religion. These presup­
positions are, first, that belief in God is simply natural; second, that it does 
not go beyond the realm of probability. The author rightly states that if 
one cannot show with certainty that God alone explains the universe, then 
His existence is only probable. The traditional proofs for God's existence 
assert just that-the universe as we know it experientially and intelli­
gently has no other possible explanation than the existence of an Uncaused 
Cause. Yet the book has its value for the modern mind; the author clearly 
shows that belief in God has vastly more (probable) evidence for its truth 
than all other beliefs (including those held by scientists in their own field) . 
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In the final chapters the author has some excellent things to say about 
the problems of evolution, evil, and immortality. 

Divine Providence and the Problem of Evil (A Trans. of St. Augustine's 
De Ordine) By R. P. RussELL, 0. S. A. New York: Cosmopolitan 
Science and Art Service Co., Inc., 1942. Pp. iv + 191, with index. $2.00. 

It is to be hoped that this is the first of many more translations of St. 
Augustine's great works. The Latin text is included with a fine translation 
on opposite pages. Fr. Russell has added a few annotations to the text. The 
work is a report by St. Augustine of a series of conversations between 
himself and his friends on the problem of order in the world. The serious­
ness of the subject is relieved by the personal touches brought in through­
out the dialogue. One might hope that Catholic theologians today could 
recapture the charm and simplicity of the Augustinian presentation of the 
deepest truths of faith and reason. 

Plato's Earlier Dialectic. By RICHARD RoBINSON. Ithaca, N. Y.: Cornell 
University Press, 1941. Pp. viii + 239, with index. $8.00. 

In his introduction Mr. Robinson lays down some very careful canons 
for the interpretation of an author's writings. In his own interpretation of 
Plato's dialectic he follows them carefully, yet the result is not too con­
vincing. He discusses the Socratic Elenchus and the dialectic of the 
middle dialogues. First of all, he studies the passages in which Plato ex­
plains the method involved in each of these; then, he proceeds to show that 
Plato's practice did not coincide with the theoretical expositions. The 
important point of Plato's intention in all the dialogues is not considered 
The result is a material, not a formal, interpretation. The earlier dialogues, 
are, for example, a negative preparation for the dialectical movement of 
Socrates' discourse on love in the Symposium. Hence, Mr. Robinson scoffs 
(genteelly) at Socrates' famous question, "What is X? " as though he were 

looking for a definition expressible in human words. Perhaps, since he never 
is satisfied with the answers he receives, he is trying to communicate the 
truth that all human definition fails to express reality perfectly and that 
the only one who really knows is God. 

Philosophy for the Millions. By J. A. McWILLIAMS. New York: The 
Macmillan Co., 1942. Pp. viii+ 206. $2.00. 

The Solution is Easy. By MARK ScHMID, O:S. B. New York: Frederick 
Pustet Co., 1942. Pp. xii + 180, with glossary and index. $2.00. 

Scholastics are still accused by non-Scholastics of having all the answers, 
without penetrating any of the real difficulties offered by modem thought. 
These two works, in different degrees, could be used to support such an 
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accusation. Fr. McWilliams has been the wiser, for he confined himself to 
a few problems closely connected with man and hence was able to treat 
them more thoroughly. Yet there is a difficulty behind both works. Is 
philosophy a series of propositions that can be taught somewhat as the 
doctrines of faith are preached? Or is it not rather an intellectual virtue 
than can be attained only through discipline? Clearly, the latter view is 
the traditional one. Granted that those who cannot spend the time required 
to perfect the habit of philosophy may have a more or less perfect par­
ticipation in the habit through reading short expositions such as these, 
yet these participations can never rise above the level of opinion. The 
readers to whom they are addressed .already have something better than 
philosophy to give easy solutions and that is faith. 

The Ethics of Tolerance. By IRA EISENSTEIN. New York: King's Crown 
Press, 1941. Pp. 87. $1.50. 

Mr. Eisenstein prefers the word equity to tolerance, for the latter bears 
the stamp of snobbery-the thing or person tolerated is looked upon as 
evil. Equity, on the contrary, looks on all things as more or less good; if a 
thing or person is evil, it should not even be tolerated. The author is dis­
cussing this problem from the viewpoint of the secular state and hence his 
distinctions are understandable, although not entirely defensible. Part of 
the work is given to an application of the principles of equity to special 
�g�r�o�u�p�~�.�.� Mr. Eisenstein shows himself very understanding and sympathetic 
in his treatment of the Jewish problem. Unfortunately, he is not so sym­
pathetic when he treats of Catholics and their relations to the state. This 
lack of sympathy, we hope, is due to misunderstanding. Thus, he admits 
that Catholic schools should be tolerated as long as a large number of 
Catholics attend public schools. If the Church' insisted that all Catholic 
children go to Catholic schools, then, the author insinuates, the state would 
have a problem on its hands; such exclusivism would unfit Catholics for 
living with their fellow citizens. More amusing is his attempt to find an 
analogy between the feeling of an Irish-American for Ireland and that of a 
Catholic American for Vatican City. He knows the distinction Catholics make 
between the Holy Father as a spiritual and temporal ruler, yet is discourte­
ous enough to suggest that spch a distinction is merely for the sake of 
" convenience." 

Social Theories of the Middle Ages. By BEDE JARRETT, 0. P. Westminster, 
Md.: The Newman Book . .Shop, �1�9�4�~�.� Pp. ix + 280, with index. 

We should be'very grateful to the Newman Book Shop for its reprint of 
this classic on medieval social philosophy. Fr. Jarrett discusses law, educa­
tion, women, slavery, property, money-making, war, Christendom, and art. 
There is a short bibliography appended and a good index. 
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Meister Eckhart: A Modern Translation. By RAYMOND B. BLAKNEY. New 
York: Harper and Brothers, 1941. Pp. xxviii + 338. 

In his introduction the author says: " Before I began to read Meister 
Eckhart, ][ shared a common prejudice against medieval thinkers and all 
their works." His study of Meister Eckhart seems to have dispelled the 
prejudice-as far as Meister Eckhart is concerned. The author still retains 
the rest of his prejudice. This leads him to see Eckhart more as a fore­
runner of the reformation than as an orthodox Catholic whose teachings 
were garbled by the ineptitude of his listeners who took notes while he 
preached. Mr. Blakney continually insinuates that Eckhart was considered 
heretical by the Church because he had the gift of stamping orthodox 
religious ideas with the vivid pattern of his own deep religious experience. 
A glance at the list of propositions from Eckhart's works that ')\'ere con­
demned by the Church would reveal that they are the same ones he him­
self condemns in his " Defense." The translation is very readable; there 
are, however, inaccuracies because of a lack of understanding of Catholic 
theological terminology. 

Essays on Catholic Education in the United States. Edited by RoY J. 
DEFERRARI. Washington, D. C.: The Catholic University Press, �1�9�4�~�.� 

Pp. xi + 556. $4.50. 
This volume carries on the intention of an earlier volume, Vital ProblemtJ 

of Catholic Education in the United States, without repeati'ug what was 
said there. There are several essays grouped under each of the following 
general headings: Fundamental Principles; The Divisions of the Educa­
tional System; The Professional Schools; Some Special Fields; Catholic 
Education Within Special Groups. All the authors strive to trace the 
historical development of their subjects within the United States and 
present the contemporary situation with suggestions for further progress. 
In the section on The Professional Schools, Fr. Francis Connell, C. SS. R., 
contributes an article on 1' The Theological School," in which he emphasizes 
the role it should play in guiding all the schools of a university. This 
volume adds a rather ironical commentary on that article, for the leading 
article on " Fundamental Principles " is written by a philosopher of 
education. 

Intellectual America. By OscAR CARGILL. New York: Macmillan Co., 1941. 
Pp. rn + 777, with index. $5.00. 

The subtitle of this volume is "Ideas on the March." Mr. Cargill 
investigates the predominant schools of thought in America through the 
literature that has appeared here during the last decades. He traces in­
fluences from the continent and the changes that have taken place i.n 
various movements once they have reached our shores. In this volume, the 
author is striving mostly for clear presentation without evaluation; this he 
promises in a later volume. 
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